MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting
Monday, November 19, 2012 = 7:05 PM
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building = 4 South Eagleville Road = Council Chambers

1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call

3. Approval of Minutes
a. November 5, 2012 Regular Meeting
b. November 14, 2012 Field Trip Minutes

4. Zoning Agent’s Report
o Monthly Activity Update
o Enforcement Update
o Other

5. Public Hearings

7:05 p.m.
Special Permit Application, Seasonal Aerial Forest Ropes Course, west of Baxter Road on Storrs

Road; Kueffner/Stoddard, owner/applicant: PZC File #1313
Memos from Director of Planning and Development, Assistant Town Engineer, Fire Marshal, EHHD

7:15p.m.
Draft Revisions to Zoning Regulations Pertaining to Signs, Non-Conforming Buildings and

Parking/Driveway Requirements
Memos from Director of Planning and Development, Fire Marshal, Town Attorney

7:20 p.m, |
Special Permit Application, 54 residential apartments, 73 Meadowbrook Lane, Whispering Glen-

Lakeway Farms, L.P., owner/applicant: PZC File #1284-2
To be tabled pending submission of revised plans from applicant; public hearing to be continued to
December 3, 2012

7:21 p.m.
Special Permit Application, Assembly/Banquet Hall and associated uses, 476 Storrs Road; Healey,

owner/applicant: PZC File #1312
To be tabled at the request of the applicant; public hearing to be continued to December 3, 2012

6. Old Business

a. Application to Amend the Mansfield Zoning Map-Storrs Center Special Design District/Master
Plan, Storrs Center Alliance, LLC, owner/applicant: PZC File #1246-10

b. Special Permit Application, Seasonal Aerial Forest Ropes Course, west of Baxter Road on
Storrs Road; Kueffner/Stoddard, owner/applicant: PZC File #1313

Binu Chandy = JoAnn Goodwin » Roswell Hall il » Katherine Holt * Gregory Lewis » Peter Plante
Barry Poclask * Kenneth Rawn ® Bonnie Ryan ® Alex Marcellino (A) » Vera Stearns Ward (A} ® Susan Westa (A)



g.

Draft Revisions to Zoning Regulations Pertaining to Signs, Non-Conforming Buildings and
Parking/Driveway Requirements

Special Permit Application, 54 residential apartments, 73 Meadowbrook Lane, Whispering
Glen-Lakeway Farms, L.P., owner/applicant: PZC File #1284-2
(Tabled pending revised plans from the applicant)

Special Permit Application, Assembly/Banquet Hall and associated uses, 476 Storrs Road;
Healey, owner/applicant: PZC File #1312
(Tabled at the request of the applicant}

Subdivision Application, Beacon Hill Estates, Section Il, Mansfield City Road, west of Beacon
Hill Road; Eagleville Development Group, LLC, applicant: PZC File #1214-3
(Tabled-Public Hearing on 1/7/13)

Other

7. New Business

d.

8-24 Referral: Proposed acquisition of Marshall Property (Dunhamtown Forest Area; located
north of Mansfield City Road and west of White Oak Road)}
Memo from Director of Planning and Development

8-24 Referral: Proposed acquisition of Malek Property (Wolf Rock Preserve Area; located
northwest of Sawbrook Mill Lane)
Memo from Director of Planning and Development

New Special Permit Application, Efficiency Unit, 22 Russett Lane, Jorgensen owner/applicant;
PZC File #1314

University of Connecticut Draft Water Supply Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)
Memo from Director of Planning and Development

N

Mansfield Tomorrow | Our Plan » Our Future

Other

8. Reports from Officers and Committees

d.

© 2o T

Chairman’s Report

Regional Planning Commission

Regulatory Review Committee

Planning and Development Director’s Report
Other

9. Communications and Bills

a.
b.
c.

Fall 2012 UConn Enroliment figures
ZBA 11/14/12 Decision Notice
Other

10. Adjournment

Binu Chandy = JoAnn Goodwin * Roswell Hall Il = Katherine Holt = Gregory Lewis = Peter Plante
Barry Paclask » Kenneth Rawn ® Bonnie Ryan » Alex Marcellino (A} = Vera Stearns Ward (A) = Susan Westa (A)



DRAFT MINUTES
MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting
Monday, November 5, 2012
Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

Members present: 1. Goodwin {Chairman), B. Chandy, R. Hall, K. Holt, G. Lewis, P. Plante B. Pociask,
K. Rawn, B. Ryan

Alternates present: A, Marcellino, V. Ward, S. Westa

Staff Present: Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development
Curt Hirsch, Zoning Agent

Chairman Goodwin called the meeting to order at 7:12 p.m., appointing Marcellino to act if a member was
disqualified if needed.

Holt MOVED, Ryan seconded, to add to the agenda under New Business, discussion of the HUD Grant.
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY,

Minutes:

10-15-12 Meeting Minutes- Chandy MOVED, Hall seconded, to approve the 10/15/12 meeting minutes as
written. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. Holt, Plante and Pociask noted that they listened to the recording
of the 10-15-12 meeting.

Zoning Agent’s Report: Noted,

Public Hearings:
{ive Music Permit Renewals

Chairman Goodwin opened the Public Hearing at 7:14 p.m. Members present were J. Goodwin, B. Chandy,
R. Hall, K. Holt, G. Lewis, P. Plante B. Pociask, K. Rawn, B. Ryan, and alternates A. Marcellino, V. Ward, S.
Westa, none of whom were seated. Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development, read the legal
notice as it appeared in the Chronicle on 10-23-12 and 10-31-12 and noted the following communications
received and distributed to the Commission members: a 10-26-12 report from Curt Hirsch, Zoning Agent.

Hirsch noted no complaints have been received regarding any of these establishments. Chairman
Goodwin noted no guestions or comments from the public or the Commission. Holt MOVED, Rawn
seconded, to close the Public Hearing at 7:16 p.m. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

New Special Permit Application, 54 residential apartments, 73 Meadowbrook Lane, Whispering Glen-
Lakeway Farms, L.P., owner/applicant: PZC File #1284-2

Chairman Goodwin opened the continued Public Hearing at 7:17 p.m. Members present were J. Goodwin,
B. Chandy, R. Hall, K. Holt, G. Lewis, P. Plante B. Pociask, K. Rawn, B. Ryan, and alternates A. Marcellino, V.
Ward, S. Westa, none of whom were seated. Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development, noted
the following communications received and distributed to the Commission members: 11-1-12 memo from
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development; and 10-23-12 comments from Open Space
Preservation Committee,

Patrick Lafayette, the project engineer from Development Solutions, briefly reviewed existing and
probable revisions to plans based on comments from staff. He noted that actual revisions will be made
and submitted to staff prior to the next meeting, to be presented at the next meeting.

Chairman Goodwin then asked for comments from the public.



Ray Haddad, 129 Conantville Road, expressed concern with traffic safety.

Tom Peters, 27 Michelle Lane, wondered why his neighbors were notified and he was not. Painter
explained that his property was located just outside the 500’ notification boundary. He later submitted a
letter in opposition and expressed concern for the safety of cyclists and pedestrians, stating that he was
struck by a car on this road while bicycling.

Scott Ripley, 64 Meadowbrook Lane, expressed concern with pedestrian safety, noting there are over 35
houses in the area, most of which have children.

Jessica Higham, 14 Adeline Place, who is moving to 97 Meadowbrook Lane, submitted a letter of
opposition and requested that the Commission deny the application. She stated that she may not have
purchased the abutting property if she had known about the proposal, and that Mansfield does not need
any more apartments. She expressed concern for the increase in traffic and safety for pedestrians and
cyclists,

William and Sarah Kaufold, 7 Michelle Lane, submitted a letter of opposition for the record.

Marianne Barton and David Henry, 8 Adeline Place, submitted a letter of opposition for the record,
emphasizing the concern for the increase in traffic and safety on the roads surrounding the area. They feel
the proposal will threaten the health and safety of the residents.

Karen, Tony, Jack and Megan Molloy, 18 Adeline Place, submitted a letter of opposition, noting the safety
of pedestrians on the road is a great concern because there is no shoulder or sidewalk. They also noted
how difficult and dangerous the intersection of 195 and Conantville Road is for those entering or exiting
this intersection.

Chairman Goodwin noted no further comments or questions from the public or Commission. At 7:46 p.m.
Plante MOVED, Holt seconded, to continue the Public Hearing until 11-19-12. MOTION PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.

New Special Permit Application, Assembly/Banquet Hall and associated uses, 476 Storrs Road;

Healey, owner/applicant: PZC File #1312

Chairman Goodwin opened the continued Public Hearing at 7:50 p.m. Members present were J. Goodwin, B.
Chandy, R. Hall, K. Holt, G. Lewis, P. Plante B. Pociask, K. Rawn, B, Ryan, and aiternates A. Marcellino, V. Ward, S.
Westa, none of whom were seated. Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development, read a revised legal notice
that appeared in The Chronicle on 10-23-12 and 10-31-12 and noted the following communications received and
distributed to the Commission members: 11-1-12 memo from Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development;
11-1-12 letter of extension from applicant to allow continuation of the public hearing past November 5, 2012 (30
day extension granted via email on November 1, 2012); 10-17-12 email from Michae} Soares; 11-1-12 letter from
Fiona Leek, 11 Echo Road; 10-19-12 email from Anne Crouse, 502 Storrs Road, Apt 1; 10-16-12 letter from A.
Kardestuncer; 10-31-12 letter from Eric Grove, 72 Cemetery Road; 11-5-12 dated letter (submitted on 11/1/12)

from Bill Petix, with attachments; Noise study titled “Estimated Sound Level Determinations” prepared by Fuss &
O’Neill and dated October 25, 2012; Event rental and operating policy; Summary of Changes to the application dated
November 1, 2012; Revised Statement of Use dated October 25, 2012; Revised plans dated October 25, 2012,
including revised elevations, section and floor plan for the barn; Elevations of proposed addition to house (front,
rear and north side) dated October 25, 2012; Attendant parking plan dated October 25, 2012; Letter of support from
Representative Tim Ackert; Letters of support for a 2011 barn grant application.

Michael Healey, applicant, reviewed his changes to the plans and noted the reports listed above, submitted as part
of the record. He noted that the Zlotnick Family and the owner of HST have both verbally agreed to allow their
properties to be used for overflow parking. Healey added that he would primarily use those properties for
employee and event staff parking.



After a lengthy presentation, members posed questions to the appiicant that included: how he arrived at the figures
for the pie chart submitted as an illustration of uses for the property; consideration to eliminating the outside deck
to control noise; the effect that noise will have on the residents of Echo Road due to the topography that causes
those residents to hear noise from such a far distance.

The Chairman asked for comments from the public.

Bill Petix, Echo Road, clarifying a comment made by the applicant, to wit, the music they hear from Mansfield Hollow
Dam during events is during the day and not at 9 p.m.

Julia Sherman, Pinewood Lane, Is concerned about noise and outside ceremonies. She noted that all the
“conditions” that will be necessary for approval would require a Town employee to monitor them. She also feels
that overflow parking is not an appropriate use of Town Open Space, and this is not the right location for a wedding-
venue use.

Jennifer Oliver, Echo Road, stated that this application is just too complicated because it doesn’t “fit” in this area.
She fears staff won’t be able to control the behavior of people who typically attend weddings and that extra law
enforcement would be needed. She stated that law officials in Town are already overburdened.

Michael Bryse, Candide Lane, expressed support for the application, noting that there is no good place to hold
training sessions and seminars locally. He feels this will help local business and will attract people to them.

Chairman Goodwin noted no further comments or questions from the public or Commission. At 9:45 p.m.
Plante MOVED, Hall seconded, to continue the Public Hearing until 11-19-12. MOTION PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.

Old Business:

a. Live Music Permit Renewals
Hall MOVED, Holt seconded, that the Commission approve the Live Music Permit renewals through
November 1, 2013 for the following restaurants: Huskies Restaurant, file # 780-2; Pub 32, file # 595;
and Ted’s Restaurant, file # 1107. These renewals are conditioned upon compliance with the current
mandated conditions for each, which shall be attached to this motion. MOTION PASSED
UNANIMOUSLY.

b. Application to Amend the Mansfield Zoning Map-Storrs Center Special Design District/Master Plan,
Storrs Center Alliance, LLC, owner/applicant: PZC File #1246-10
After discussion, most of which concerned the 24 hours of operation that was proposed for the store,
Rawn volunteered to work with staff on a denial motion and Holt volunteered to work with staff on an
approval motion for the next meeting.

c. New Special Permit Application, 54 residential apartments, 73 Meadowbrook Lane, Whispering Glen-
Lakeway Farms, L.P., owner/applicant: PZC File #1284-2
Item tabled, pending continued Public Hearing.

d. New Special Permit Application, Assembly/Banquet Hall and associated uses, 476 Storrs Road;
Healey, owner/applicant: PZC File #1312
ltem tabled, pending continued Public Hearing.

e. Special Permit Application, Seasonal Aerial Forest Ropes Course, west of Baxter Road on Storrs Road;
Kueffner/Stoddard, owner/applicant: PZC File #1313 ' '
item tabled pending Public Hearing on 11/19/12.



f. Draft Revisions to Zoning Regulations
Item tabled pending Public Hearing on 11/19/12.

New Business:

a. Status Determination: Shifrin, Mansfield Hollow Hydro Project, PZC File #1243

C.

Afterdiscussion, the consensus of the PZC was to concur with the Zoning Agent’s opinion as stated in his
memo of 11-1-12. Work at the mill did commence in conformance with the PZC’s 5/5/10 modification
approval, therefore no further PZC action is needed.

New Subdivision Application, Beacon Hill Estates, Section Il, Mansfield City Road, west of Beacon Hill
Road; Eagleville Development Group, LLC, applicant: PZC File #1214-3

Holt MOVED, Ryan seconded, to receive the subdivision application (file # 1214-3) submitted by Eagleville
Development Group, LLC for a 17-lot subdivision, on property located on the south side of Mansfield City
Road, west of Beacon Hill Drive as shown on plans dated 07/15/12, and as described in other application
submissions, and to refer said application to the staff, Conservation Commission, and Open Space
Preservation Committee for review and comments and to set a public hearing for January 7, 2012,
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

2013 Draft Meeting Schedule
Holt MOVED, Hall seconded, that the Planning & Zoning Commission approve the 2013 meeting schedules
for the Planning and Zoning Commission and Intand Wetlands Agency. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.,

HUD Grant
After Painter’s summary, the Commission agreed by consensus to hold a Special Meeting on December
17" at 5:30 p.m. to meet with the HUD consultant and determine the Commission’s role in this process.

Communications and Bills:

A field trip was scheduled to visit the Shifrin site on 11/14/12 at 3:30 p.m.
Regulatory Review Committee will meet on Thursday, November 8" at 5:00 p.m.
A 12-6-12 Special Presentation will be held at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers to discuss the Tech Park.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 10:12 p.m. by the Chairman.

Respectfully submitted,

Katherine Holt, Secretary



DRAFT MINUTES

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY
CONSERVATION COMMISSION
FIELD TRIP
Special Meeting
Wednesday, November 14, 2012

Members present: K. Holt, A. Marcellino, K. Rawn
Others Present: S. Lehman
Staff present: L. Painter, Director of Planning and Development

The field trip began at 3:30 p.m.

1. Shifrin —~ Mansfield Hollow Road —Kirby Mill-Hydro Project-W1507
Members were met on site by Sam and Michelle Shifrin. Members observed current conditions,
and site characteristics. No decisions were made.

The field trip ended at approximately 4:50 p.m.

- Respectfully submitted,

K. Hoit, Secretary






To:  Town Council/Planning
From: Curt Hirsch, Zoning Agent,
Date: November 8, 2012 '

Re: Monthly Report of Zoning Enforcement Activity
For the month of October, 2012

Activity This Last Same month This fiscal Last fiscal
month month lastyear year to date year to date
Zoning Permits 11 8 15 46 52
issued
Certificates of 11 6 5 37 39
Complance issued
Site inspections 36 40 21 1386 118
Com plaints received
from the Public 3 10 g 21 14
Compiaints requiring
inspection 1 7 7 14 11
PotentialfActual
viotfations found 1 [+] 4 i1 6
Enforcement letters & 14 6 39 25
Notices 1o Issue
ZBA forms 2 1 0 5 4
N otices of Zoning
Viotations issued 0 12 0 16 7
Zoning Citations
issued 2 0 0 7 8

Zoning permits issued this month for single family homes = 2, 2-fm = 0, multi-fim =0
201272013 fiscal year total: s-fm =2, 2-fin = 0, multi-fm = 0






TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

LINDA M. PAINTER, AICP, DIRECTOR

Memo to: Planning and Zoning Commission @
From: Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development @b
Date: November 15, 2012 |
Subject: Aerial Ropes Course
Storrs Road, between Baxter Road and Route 32
Special Permit Application (File 1313)
Project Overview
Applicant:  Christopher Kueffner and Lynn Stoddard
Property South side of Storrs Road, between Baxter Road and Route 32
Location:
Zoning RAR-90
Property +118 acres
Size; )
Project The applicants are requesting Special Permit Approval to develop a Seasonal Aerial Forest

Description: Ropes Course (recreational use) on +10 acres of the subject property fronting on Storrs Road.

Background
The 118 acre property is zoned RAR-90 and extends from Storrs Road to Forest Road. The proposed recreational

use would occupy £10 acres of fand located adjacent to Route 195; the remainder of the property would remain in
its natural forested condition. No changes to the farm or the remainder of the property are proposed.
Surrounding land uses include Rockridge Condominiums to the north, a mixture of vacant and single-family
properties to the east and west, and residential properties to the south, including one three-family dwelling and
several single-family homes, ali focated on Forest Road. Recreational uses are alfowed in the RAR-90 zone with
special permit approval provided the site is located within 300 feet of an arterial or collector street; Storrs Road
{Route 195} is designated as an arterial road by Article lli, Section G.1,

As the proposed use is specifically designed to preserve and showcase the natural forest and will only occur on a
seasonal basis, site improvements are limited. The applicants are proposing to develop a gravel parking lot in two
phases. The first phase would consist of approximately 50 parking spaces, including 4 paved handicap accessible
parking spaces. The remaining 35 spaces would be built only if needed to accommodate demand, Based on
information from'industry experts, the applicants anticipate approximately 100 visitors per day.

Other than the parking lot, the only permanent improvements will be the ropes course platforms and aerial



elements and a leveled pad for the seasonal ticket office and equipment storage, which will be housed in
temporary sheds, The total area projected to be impacted for the parking area and ticket office/storage areas is
11.25 acres. The proposed improvements will meet or exceed the minimum required setbacks for the RAR-S0

zone.t

Special Permit Approval Criteria

Article V, Section B{5) of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations requires that the proposed project meet the following
criteria in order to be approved:

o

The proposed project will not detrimentally affect the public’s health, safety and welfare.
Subject to the suggested conditions noted under ‘Summary and Recommendations,” the proposed project
will not detrimentally affect the public’s health, safety and welfare.

All approval criteria cited in Article V, Section A5}, Site Plan Approval Criteria, of the requlations have been

met.
See detailed discussion below regarding compliance with Zoning Regulations.

The proposed use is compatible with the Town’s Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD).

The proposed development is consistent with the Policy Goal #2, which states “To conserve and preserve
Mansfield’s natural, historic, agricultural and scenic resources with emphasis on protecting surface and
groundwater quality, important greenways, agricultural and interior forest areas, undeveloped hilltops
and ridges, scenic roadways and historic village areas.” The subject property is located within an interior
forest tract. The low intensity of the proposed use and focus on forest preservation help to implement
the town’s goal of preserving these areas.

The location and size of the proposed use and nature and intensity of use in relation to the size of the lot
will be in harmony with the orderly development of the town and other existing uses.

The proposed outdoor recreation use is located on less than 10% of the overall property, allowing the
remainder to be preserved in its natural state. Additionally, the use itself is designed to minimize impact
on the forest and promote public education on the value of preserving natural areas while providing an
opportunity for active recreation.

Proper consideration has been given to the aesthetic quality of the proposal, including the architectural
design, landscaping and proper use of the site’s natural features. The kind, size, location and height of
structures, the nature and extent of site work, and the nature and intensity of the use shall not hinder or
discourage use of the neighboring properties or diminish the value thereof. All applicable standards
contained in Article X, Sectfon R shall be incorporated into the plans,

Other than the components of the aerial ropes course, no permanent structures will be located on the
site, The proposed temporary sheds are set back approximately 240 feet from Storrs Road, and will be
screened from view of both the road and the parking fot by trees and topography. The applicants have
designed the layout of the site to respect the natural landscape as much as possible.

Compliance with Zoning Regulations

The following analysis is organized by four main types of regulations: Design, Environmental, Site Access and Site
Development/Performance Standards.

O

Design Regulations. Article X, Section R contains Architectural and Design Standards that are required for
all special permit requests. As the only permanent structures proposed as part of the application are the

!jtem #12 on the statement of use indicates that the course will be within the require& 35 foot setback. The appiicafats
confirmed through a voicemail message that this statement was an error-they meant to state that all structures would be at

least 35 feet from the side property lines.



components of the aerial ropes course, the main standards that apply from this section relate to site
design and landscaping.

Site Layout Standards. According to the Statement of Use: “The park will be designed to connect
people with nature and teach and model good forest stewardship. The park layout and design will be
very low impact, informed by the natural landscape and topography, preserving native trees and
vegetation and existing stone walls. The tree-to-tree aerial bridges, or elements, will be raised and
placed without heavy machinery and then secured without drilling into the trees. There will be
interpretive signs to teach visitors about forest ecology and there will be no permanent buildings.”
Based on the above description as well as the plans provided, the proposed development meets the
site Jayout standards contained in Article X, Section R.

Building Layout and Design Standards. As no permanent structures are proposed, the criteria in this
section do not apply.

Landscaping/Lighting/Site Improvement Standards. As noted below under Site Access and Parking,
the design of the site focuses on the preservation of mature trees, not clearing and instailation of new
trees, The parking area wiil be separated from Storrs Road by over 60 feet of mature landscaping. No

lighting Is proposed.

Signs and Accessory Structures. Pursuant to Section X.R.3.j, signs and accessory structures such as
sheds, fences, bicycle racks, benches, etc. should be designed to coordinate with primary buildings in
form, materials and details, Since there are no primary buildings, in this case these elements should
be designed to coordinate with the overall nature theme of the use, and the aerial structures. The
proposed sign design illustrates this coordination. Additional details will be required to ensure that
the final sign meets all of the requirements of Article X, Section C, including maximum height. As the
proposed sign is located within the Storrs Road/Route 195 right-of-way, CTDOT approval will be
required.

o Environmental (Water, Wastewater, Flood Control, Etc.).

Stormwater, The applicants have taken a Low Impact Development approach to the overall design of
the site and the stormwater management system. The proposed parking lot will be permeable gravel
with the exception of the handicap accessible spaces. The use of gravel will provide for water
infiltration during regular rain events. Additionally, several stormwater management bioswales have
been proposed at the perimeter of the parking lot to capture runoff and provide some storage volume
for peak flows during larger storm events. These swales will also help to improve water quality.
Water will discharge from these swales to the adjacent wetland systems via earthen welir.

The Assistant Town Engineer has recommended submission of a management plan for the bioswales
as a condition of approval.

Water. As no permanent buildings are proposed, no water supply is proposed. Bottled drinks will be
available for visitors to the property. While the southwest corner of the property is within the
designated Aquifer Protection Area for UConn’s Willimantic wellfield, no development is proposed
within that area.

Wastewater. The applicants are proposing to use portable toilets to meet the needs of employees
and customers when the course is operating. No permanent restroom facilities are proposed.
Currently, the site plan shows both pedestrian and vehicular access to the portable toilets from the
phase 2 portion of the parking lot. Given the proposed phasing described below, pedestrian and
vehicular access to this area needs to be provided from the phase 1 portion of the parking lot.



Additionally, since there is no permanent water supply source, EHHD has recommended that the
applicants provide either self-contained hand washing sinks or hand sanitizer.

o Site Access (Vehicular, Pedestrian, Parking, Loading, etc.)
The proposed redevelopment plan will improve vehicular access and reduce conflicts by limiting access to
two clearly defined driveways, one on Storrs Road and one on Middle Turnpike. Additionally, the current
plan includes pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.

= Vehicular Access. Based on the recommendations contained in the Intersection Sight Distance
Analysis prepared by Fuss and O’Neill, the applicants are proposing to locate the driveway along the
eastern portion of the Storrs Road frontage. Approval of the driveway location from the Office of the
State Traffic Authority {(OSTA) will be required.

*  Parking. The applicants are proposing to develop an 85-space gravel parking lotin two phases to
support the project. The purpose of developing the parking in phases is to ensure that adequate
parking is provided without being excessive, thereby further reducing any environmental impact. The
first phase would include approximately 50 spaces, including 4 handicap accessible spaces. The
second phase would only be developed H needed, and would include 35 spaces. Pursuant to Article X,
Section D.5, the Commission is responsible for establishing parking requirements for any use that is
not identified, such as the proposed outdoor recreation use.

With regard to the location and design of the parking lot, the Assistant Town Engineer has
recommended that the eastern and western edges of the parking lot be provide 25-50 feet of
separation between the parking lot and the wetland. Additicnally, there appear to be several existing
large trees that could be preserved through slight adjustments to the parking lot, such as a planting
island between parking spaces.. As an arborist will be identifying trees for use in the aerial course, it
is recommended that the arborist also examine the trees along the perimeter of the parking lot and
identify those that should be preserved. This approach will provide a more natural look and feel to
the parking lot.

Pursuant to Article X, Section D.18.b, at least one shade tree at least 2 inches in caliper is required to
be planted for each ten parking spaces. [n this case, the applicants are proposing to meet landscape
requirements through preservation of existing trees rather than planting of new trees. To
accommodate for this approach, some variation to the requirement for a tree every 10 spaces may be
needed. For example, the location of trees may result in some areas where there are fewer spaces
than 10 spaces between trees and others where there are more than 10 spaces between trees. One
area where tree preservation should be specifically reviewed is the span of 23 spaces along the south
side of the parking lot in the first phase. Lastly, to continue the LID approach, the landscape islands
where trees are preserved should include some protection for the trees such as railroad ties;
however, these ties should not be continuous to allow for runoff to flow into the landscape areas.

= Pedestrian/Bicycle/Transit Access. The applicants are proposing to install bicycle racks as a way of
encouraging bicycle transportation to the site. They are also interested in working with the Town to
develop safe bicycle access along Storrs Road and connect to other bikeways in town. No specific
pedestrian facilities are proposed due to the site’s location and the lack of pedestrian infrastructure in
the area. Additionally, this area of town currently does not have any transit service.

o Site Development/Performance Standards

»  landscaping/Buffering. Article VI, Section 4.B.q.2 requires the provision of a minimum 50 foot wide
landscape buffer adjacent to a more restrictive zone or residential uses. To comply with this



requirement, the eastern end of the proposéd parking lot needs to be shifted unless the Commission
authorizes a waiver to reduce the buffer in this area to 35 feet.

Summary.and Recommendations : .

Based on the above analysis, | find no significant land use issues with the proposed development. Provided the
applicants are able to address the issues identified in this report to the Commission’s satisfaction and any
wetlands issues are addressed to the satisfaction of the Inland Wetlands Agency, the hearing should not need to
be continued. The following conditions/issues should be addressed in any approval motion:

Submission of a revised site plan for approval by the Director of Planning and Development that addresses

O
the following:
»  Relocation of the eastern and western ends of the parking lot to be at least 25 to 50 feet from the
wetland boundary and 50 feet from the side property fines
= Provision of truck and pedestrian access to the portable toilets from the Phase 1 portion of the
parking lot
* Confirmation that the proposed parking lot design meets fire lane access requirements,
particularly in the circle area of Phase 2; or changes necessary to meet the fire lane access
requirements
= Addition of notes and sign details refated to how the applicant will enforce the prohibition on
parking within fire access lanes
* Addition of a pedéstrian connection linking the handicap accessible parking spaces to the main
pathway leading to the ticket area.
= Addition of a note requiring installation of Phase 2 parking when needed to meet parking demand
as determined by the Zoning Agent. If the second phase of parking is not built within 5 years, the
applicants should seek an extension to the Inland Wetlands license.
o Submission of a management plan for the proposed stormwater swales.
o Approval of the proposed sign location by the CTDOT and subsequent submission of detailed sign location
and structure for approval by the Director of Planning and Development
o Submission of detailed plans prior to issuance of a Zoning Permit identifying:
=  Platform, aerial element and path locations
» Revisions to parking lot layout to reflect additional preservation of trees identified by arborists
o Recommendation that the applicants meet with the Advisory Committee on Needs of Persons with
Disabilities to discuss how this project could include various accommodations to better serve persons with
disabilities.
NOTES

The analysis and recommendations contained in this report are based on the following information

submitted by the applicants:
= Application submitted September 27, 2012 and received by the PZC on October 1, 2012, including:

» Statement of Use dated September 2012

> 9- page plan set prepared by Fuss & O'Neill dated September 25, 2012

» Stormwater Management Report prepared by Fuss & O’'Neill dated September 2012

» Conservation Practices Map prepared by Natural Resources Service, Inc,

> Intersection Sight Distance Analysis prepared by Fuss & O’Neill and dated September 13,
2012

»  Platform details prepared by Solo Construction Company dated May 29, 2010 and
February 16, 2009

» Typical plan for 5-course Aerial Forest Ropes Course

> lIdentity Sign Concept



»  Wetlands Delineation Report prepared by Fuss & O'Neill dated January 3, 2012
> Property survey prepared by Hayden L. Griswold dated July 9, 1966
> A-2 Survey prepared by Griswold & Fuss dated March 4, 1974
The following correspondence regarding the proposed development has been received:
»  Memo from Geoffrey Havens, EHHD, dated 10/29/2012
» letter from Frederick Goetz, Advisory Commiitee on the Needs of Persons with Disabilities, dated
11/5/2012
= Memo from Grant Meitzier, Assistant Town Engineer, dated November 13, 2012
» Memo from Francis Raiola, Deputy Fire Chief, dated November 14, 2012
Neighborhood Notification Forms were required to be sent to property owners within 500 feet of the
subject property in accordance with Article V, Section B(3)(c} of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations. A copy
of the notice has been provided. Certified mail receipts have been submitted.
The Public Hearing on this item will be opened on November 19, 2012 and must be closed by December
24, 2012 unless a written extension s granted by the applicants,
Before rendering a decision, the Planning and Zoning Commission must consider other referral reports
and public hearing testimony. A decision must be made within 65 days of the close of the Public Hearing
unless the applicants grant a written extension.
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Memorandum: November 13, 2012

To: Planning & Zoning Commission _
From: Grant Meitzler, Assistant Town Engineer
Re: Kueffner/Stoddard - Aerial Forest Ropes Course — Route 185

plan reference: dated 9.25.2012

storm water management report: dated September 2012

Statement of Use: September 2012

Fuss & O'Neill letter re: Traffie, Sight Distance, September 2011

This application is for a strongly tree oriented project providing aerial
rope courses through different levels of the tree canopy. The operation
has been placed on an approximately 10 acre portion of a much larger parcel
owned by the applicants, The site wetlands have been mapped by a soil
scientist and are shown on the plans.

The proposed driveway entrance to this site is placed at a location of
minimum wetlands impact. The September 2011 letter from Fuss & O'Neill
supports the proposed "east driveway" location citing acceptable sight
distances for the driveway. This drive is subject to Dept. of
Transportation regulation. The drive is to be gated to control off-hour
access.

The plans indicate a tracking pad at the proposed drive entrance.

$ilt fencing is indicated along the sides of the drive entrance and
downhill of the parking lot areas throughout. Earth slopes 3:1 or greater
are indicated to be protected with mats to minimize sediment movement,

In the longer term the drainage swale areas will require maintenance to
remain functional. An outline for the long term maintenance requirements
is appropriate.

Parking & Circulation:

The portion of the driveway within the Rte 195 right of way is to be paved
while the remainder on site is to be a gravel surface intended to take
advantage of the subsurface drainage conditions below the propoesed parking

area.

I recommend adjustment to the parking lot placement to provide for between
50 and 25 feet separation from the mapped edges of wetlands., From my
discussions with the applicants, I believe this separation can be achieved.
I have particular concern for areas nearest wetlands at both the east and
west ends of the parking areas where existing slopes and construction of
the drainage swales will result in construction equipment having to move
into these wetland areas.

Maintaining a 25' minimum naturally vegetated area has been a
recommendation we have used in the past.

Discussion with the applicant indicates they are expecting 100 to 150
people for a high use day. Based on 3 people per car this suggests a need
for 33 to 50 customer spaces. The plan shows 85 spaces in two phases.

The current parking plan is a revision of an earlier draft showing a single
rectangular area in the same location. The current plan represents effort
to use trees as a feature within the parking lot.



Drainage:

Drainage calculations submitted by the applicant have used an assumed
runoff from the gravel parking ot areas of 98 percent. This is very
conservative and treats the runoff from the parking lot surface as if it
were paved. These calculations show flows that are extremely low and
certainly support the project.

Runoff from the parking surfaces has been directed to “drainage swales".
These are shown in a detail on sheet CD-502. At the edge of each drainage
swale location there is a 2 foot wide 4 inch deep layer of stone, a grassed
slope leading into the swale and a central stone filled area 2 feet wide
and 2 feet deep. Both these stone zones are to be wrapped in geotextile
fabric to maintain viability. These swales are placed at specific points
based on the breakdown of internal drainage areas, and are sized to contain
the "first flush" flow representing one inch of rainfall.

General:

This is very much a tree oriented project. The applicant has placed a
Phasing line showing 280 feet of parking in Phase 1, and 200 feet of
parking in Phase 2. The applicant's wish is that Phase 2 only be
constructed on an as needed basis for the cbvious reason of avoiding an
area of stumps at the project’'s front door. The need for Phase Z parking
should be apparent within the 5 year wetlands permit 1limit but should more
time be needed, a renewal of the approval for Phase 2 parking should be
sought from the wetlands agency.

I suggest flexibility be allowed within the final parking lot design to
allow saving a notable tree that may fall within planned parking spaces to
be saved by relocating one or two spaces within the parking layout.

A review of the location of proposed portable toilets is recommended that
will shift access suitable for access by platform trucks servicing the
toilets (in addition to pedestrians).

Recommended Conditions:

1. modification to the parking lot placement at its east and
west ends to provide 50 to 25 feet of clearance between wetlands and the

construction area required adjacent to the parking lot edge

2. An outline for long term maintenance requirements of the'drainage swale
structures is appropriate.

3. In the event that Phase 2 parking is not constructed before the five
vear permit expiration date, a renewal of the approval for the Phase 2
parking should be sought from the wetlands agency.

4. A review of the location of proposed portable teilets is recommended
that will shift access into Phase 1 areas, and b suitable width for
access by platform trucks servicing the toilets (in addition to
pedestrians).



TOWN OF MANSFIELD

e - Mansfield Fire Department
JOHN JACKMAN, DEPUTY CHIEF / FIRE MARSHAL AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FFRAN RAIOLA, ASST. CHIEF / DEPUTY FIRE MARSHAL 4 SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599
TELEPHOMNE {860) 429-3328
FACSIMILE (860) 429-3388
To: Mansfield Planning &Zoning Commission

From: Fran Raiola, Assistant Chief/Deputy Fire Marshal 7/%

Date: November 14, 2012
Re: Seasonal Aerial Ropes Course — Storrs Road PZC file #1313

After reviewing the plans for the above referenced project for compliance with the requirements
of the Town of Mansfield Regulations for Fire Lanes, and Emergency Vehicle Access, I have the

following comments.

1. Current regulations (§125-6) require a minimum inside turning radius of 25 feet to ensure
adequate access for emergency vehicles. Please confirm that all fire lane access areas
meet this requirement; specifically in the circle area of Phase 2.

2. Please indicate the plan for no parking enforcement within the fire lanes including the
circle within Phase 2.






Eastern High!\ands Health District

Memo

To: Mansfield Planning & Zoning
From: Geoffrey Havens, RS, Sanitarian Il
CC: Robert Miller, Director of Health
Date: 10/29/2012

Re: Comments on proposal for seasonal aerial forest ropes course on Rt 195,

A review of the applicant's proposal for the referenced project was conducted for purposes of
determining any aspects which might fall under the regulation of the Public Health Code or the Sanitary
Code of the health district.

Food Service:

In conversation with the applicant it was made clear that there would be ne plans for provision of foods
other than the offering of bottled beverages. This limited offering does nof meet the definition of food
service under the Public Health Code and so will not be a regulated aclivity.

Water supply:

The plan proposes no water supply. With no planned food service or other proposed water uses on the
property, a water supply is not required.

Sewage dispoesal:

The plan proposes portable foilets for the use of visitors and staff, under contract for provision and
maintenance with a commercial vendor, in accordance with indusiry standards. In the absence of a
water supply, no subsurface sewage disposal system is proposed. Because of the lack of a water
supply to support hand washing, self-contained hand washing sinks or a supply of hand sanitizer

should be provided.



TOWN OF MANSFIELD

MANSFIELD ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

AUDREY P, BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599
Tei: (860) 429 3315
Fax: (860) 429-7785

. E-Maji: SocServ@mansfieldct.org

November 5, 2012

Christopher Kueffner and Lynn Stoddard
192 Ravine Road
Storrs, CT 06268

Dear Mr. Kueffner and Ms. Stoddard:

We are writing to express our interest in your proposed Seasonal Acrial Forest Ropes Course in
Mansfield. We have reviewed your application for a Special Permit, and are excited about the
possibility of a facilify such as this coming to the Mansfield community.

The goal of the Advisory Committee on the Needs of Persons with Disabilities is to work to
improve conditions for people with disabilities related to access and inclusion in all aspects of
community life. In discussing your application, we felt that a facility such as this has significant
potential for individuals with disabilities. Currently Horizons in South Windham and Camp
Hemlocks in Hebron offer recreational opportunities specifically for individuals with disabilities,
but we feel that having “an engaging, outdoor, friend and family-centered recreational activity
that builds self-esteem and health” would provide added benefits to all residents.

We appreciate your willingness to consider this suggestion, and would be happy to meet with

you if you would like to learn more about the types of accommodations that could be made to
serve individuals with a variety of disabilifies. Thank you, and we look forward to hearing from

you.

Sincerely, é/éf‘-/ 4/ %'

Frederick Goetz, Chair

éc. Linda Painter, Director of Planning & Development



TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

LINDA M. PAINTER, AICP, DIRECTOR

Memo to: Planning and Zoning Commission N
From: Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development ,."*-\-\Jiw
Date: November 15, 2012 B
Subject: Proposed Revisions to Zoning Regulations

Article 1%, Section C — Expansions/Alterations to existing structures; Article X, Section C -~
Signs; and Article X, Section D — Parking and Access Regulations
PZC File #907-38

Overview

The following changes to the Zoning Regulations are proposed as part of this application. These
amendments have been reviewed by the Commission’s Regulatory Review Committee, The exact
wording of the changes can be found in the attached document.

x  Article IX, Section C, Nonconforming Buildings, Structures or Site Improvements. Amend
Subsection 2, Expansions/Alterations, to eliminate the need for special exception approval from
the Zoning Board of Appeals for additions that meet the following criteria:

o Addition does not extend further Into the required side or rear yards;

o Addition is not closer to the front property line; and ‘

o Addition is no greater in height than the existing building or structure

The amendment also adds references to applicable criteria for Historic Village Areas and Flood
Hazard zones. '

= Article X, Section C, Signs. The following amendments are proposed for specific sign types:

o Special Event Signs (Section C.4.h.2). Eliminate requirement that offsite special event
signs be directional in nature and change the maximum size of offsite special events signs
from 5 square feet to 8 square feet

o Event/Program Registration Signs (New Section C.4.h}. Add a new section to allow for
temporary signs advertising registration for specific programs/events such as hockey,
little league, etc.

o Guasoline Pricing Signs (Section C.6.a). Change size of gasoline pricing signs from a ‘not to
exceed three (3) feet by four (4) feet’ to ‘not to exceed twelve (12) square feet).

*  Article X, Section D, Required Off-Street Parking and Loading. The following amendments are
proposed to off-street parking requirements:

o Residential Driveways (New Section D.3). Add a new section requiring residential
driveways for one and two-family homes to meet the requirements of Sections 7.9, 7.10c

- through 7.10j and 7.11 of the Mansfield Subdivision Regulations. :



O Required Number of Parking Spaces (Section D.5). Add a provision that allows the
Commlission to reduce the number of required parking spaces based on parking
demand/actual need. - : :

At Monday’s meeting, | will make a brief presentation outlining the proposed revisions and rationale for
considering the proposed revisions. | also will address any questions from Commission members and
the public. Once the Hearing is closed, only technical assistance from staff may be received by the
Commission. Current state statutes authorize the PZC to modify the proposed revisions prior to
adoption, but to minimize any potential procedural issues, an independent Hearing should be
considered for any significant alterations.

In addition to the referral to the WINCOG Regional Planning Commission, the proposed revisions have
been referred to the Town Clerks of neighboring Towns and they have been filed with the Mansfield
Town Clerk. The proposed revisions also have been posted on the Town’s web site and communicated
to all individuals who have signed up for the Town’s Registry which was established pursuant to state
statutes. Referrals also have been sent to the Town Attorney, Town Council, Zoning Board of Appeals
Conservation Commission, Historic District Commission, Assistant Town Engineer, Fire Marshal and
Zoning Agent. All communications received prior to 4:30 p.m. on Monday, November 19" will be copled
and distributed to PZC members.

As with any proposed regulation amendment, the PZC must weigh anticipated public and private
benefits versus anticipated public and private costs. All zoning regulations should be designed to serve a
community need while protecting the “public’s health, safety, convenience and property values.” The
Commission has the legislative discretion to determine what is best for the community as a whole, and
the Zoning Regulations can and should be modified to meet changing circumstances, Plan of
Conservation and Development goals, objectives and recommendations or to address a recognized
public need. Section 8-2 of the Connecticut General Statutes and Articles | and XIl| of the Zoning
Regulations provide information on the legislative framework within which PZC decisions must be made.
Section 8-3a of the Connecticut General Statutes requires that the Commission making a finding
regarding consistency with the Plan of Conservation and Development. Collective reasons for PZC
legislative actions should be clearly documented, and Section 8-3.a of the State Statutes requires the
Commission to make a public finding regarding the consistency of the proposed revisions with respect to
the Municipal Plan of Conservation and Development.

Analysis
> The proposed revisions are administratively straightforward and suitably coordinated with related

zoning provisions.

» The proposed amendments would:
o Streamline the permitting process for additions to non-conforming structures that are

consistent with existing setbacks and development patterns;

o Provide reasonable accommodations for temporary signs to promote special events and
programs while ensuring that such signs do not result in long-term visual clutter;

o Provide greater flexibility in the design of gasoline pricing signs while maintaining the
same maximum total sign area;



o Ensure that driveways for new construction on existing one and two family lots of record
are subject to the same safety and design standards as construction on new lots approved
through the subdivision process; and - :

o Provide the Commission with flexibility to reduce parking requirements and need for
additional impervious surfaces in cases where it is clear that parking demand is -
significantly fess than the number of parking spaces required by the regulations.

»> The proposed revisions are not considered to be in conflict with Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation
and Development, the 2010 Windham Region Land Use Plan or the State’s Conservation and
Development Policies Plan. Pursuant to the State Statutes regarding zoning amendments, any
approval must specify a finding regarding the amendment’s compatibility with the Municipal Plan of
Conservation and Development. The proposed amendments help to implement Policy Goal 1,
Objective d, which states “To promote the public’s health, safety and convenience, to protect and
enhance property values, to protect Mansfield’s natural and manmade resources and to promote
other goals and objectives contained in this plan by strengthening land use regulations, particularly
permitted use provisions, application requirements and approval standards.”

Summary
The proposed Zoning Regulation amendments present a policy issue for the Commission’s legislative

discretion. Subject to any Public Hearing comments, my review indicates that the proposal is acceptably
worded and can be adopted without conflict with other regulatory provisions.






O’Brien and Johnson

Attorneys at Law

120 Bolivia Street, Willimantic, Connecticut 06226 Fax (860) 423-1533
Attorney Dennis O'Brien Atl S Joh
dennis@OBrienJohnscnlLaw.com November 15, 2012 susancfgrci;g{ienuf;ﬁnsgnE:\?vr.‘com
(860) 423-2860 ' (860) 423-2085
Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Mansfield

Audrey P. Beck Building
Four South Eagleville Road
Mansield, CT 06268-2599

Re: Draft Revisions to Zoning Regulations
November 19, 2012 Public Hearing

TLadies and Gentlemen:

As requested by Director of Planning and Development Linda M. Painter, [ have completed my
review of the October 3, 2012 proposed changes regarding Additions to Non-Conforming
Structures, Parking/Access Regulations incjuding Driveway Standards, and Event and Pricing
Signs, all to be considered by the PZC at a public hearing to be held on November 19,2012,

As you know, the only question for me as town counsel is whether the proposed revisions are
legal. For the most part, it is my responsibility to say whether the proposed revisions are within
the purview of the Commission’s authority under our constitutions and laws, especially
Connecticut General Statutes section 8-2, the statute which expressly authorizes the PZC to
adopt regulations controlling the zoning of land to the extent sel forth in that particular law.

My review of the zoning law of the State of Connecticut has revealed no legislative provision or
case directly on point that provides or holds that any condition or requirement like those
proposed in these revisions is beyond the scope of the legislative mandate, or unconstitutional.

My opinion is that the proposed revisions present policy issues to be determined by the PZC. The
Commission does have the legal authority and discretion to enact and to implement the subject
proposed revisions to the Town of Mansfield’s Zoning Regulations. Pursuant to Connecticut
General Statutes section 8-3(a), any approved revisions must include a finding regarding
compatibility of the changes with the Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development.

Please let me know if you need any more from me on this.

truly yours, .
N A

Dennis O’ Brien
Town Attorney

cc: Linda M. Painter, Director of Planning and Development
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L TOWN OF MANSFIELD
T Mansfield Fire Department
JOHN JACKMAN, DEPUTY CHIEF / FIRE MARSHAL AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
FRAN RAIOLA, ASST, CHIEF / DEPUTY FIRE MARSHAL 4 SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CT 06268-2599
‘TELEPHONE (860) 429-3328
FACSIMILE (860) 429-3388
To: Mansfield Planning &Zoning Commission

7y
From: Fran Raiola, Assistant Chief/Deputy Fire Marshal r%(

Bate: November 14, 2012
Re: Proposed Revisions to Zoning Regulations PZC file #907-38

After reviewing the documents for the proposed revisions to the zoning regulations, I have the
following comments.

1. The proposed revisions do not appear to impact negatively on the access for emergency
vehicles. In addition, the revisions will improve access for one and two family residential
structures and therefore I am in support of the proposed revisions.






HEALEY & ASSOCIATES, LLC

Land planning, Consulting & Surveying P.O. Box 557 Mansfield Center, CT 06250-0557 860-156-4500

Town of Mansfield

Planning and Zoning Commission
4 South Eagleviile Road
Mansfield CT 06268-6863

November 14, 2012

Re: Special Permit application for The Common Fields 476 Storrs Road Mansfield CT

Dear Commission:

Due to the comments raised and information presented by the public at the last hearing dated
November 5, 2012, I am requesting that the November 19 hearing be tabled to December 3,
2012. The extended time is necessary for a response to the new concerns raised by the public.

In the event that the December 3, hearing is cancelled due to inclement weather, Iwould consent
to an additional extension of the hearing.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully Submitted,

Michael C, Healey, PLS
Owner and Applicant






TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

LINDA M. PAINTER, AICP, DIRECTOR

Memo to: Planning and Zoning Commission U\'Q

From: Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development
Date: November 15, 2012
Subject: 8-24 Referral: Marshall Property/Dunhamtown Forest

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 8-24 of the State Statues, the above-referenced proposed
acquisition of land has been referred to the PZC for comment. The Town Council has scheduled a
11/26/2012 Public Hearing on this issue, and if possible, comments should be forwarded prior to the
Public Hearing. The PZC has 35 days to report to the Town Council. A copy of the Council Agenda ltem
and location maps are attached for your reference,

The following information is provided for the PZC’s consideration.

¢ The property being considered by the Town is a land-locked undeveloped parcel consisting of 17
acres situated in an RAR-90 zone. As shown on the attached map, the property is surrounded on
three sides by preserved open space.

¢ The subject property is part of the Dunhamtown Forest, a large interior forest tract consisting of
+250-500 acres. '

e The property is identified as Interior Forest Tract and Wetland on Map 21 - Existing and Potential
Conservation Areas in the Plan of Conservation and Development {POCD). A map error shows the
property as preserved open space whereas it is actually privately owned.

* The property meets the following Open Space Acquisition Priority Criteria identified in Appendix K of
the POCD used to assist in evaluating open space acquisitions:

o The property is identified as a potential conservation area on Map 21 of the POCD
o The property would expand an existing preserved open space area

o The property is located within a large contiguous interior forest area

o The property is visible from an existing trail

o The property provides the opportunity to create 3 new trail connections

» The Open Space Preservation Committee has reviewed this request and recommended that the
property be acquired based on its location in the Dunhamtown Forest tract and potential for
extension of the existing trail network (see attached memo dated October 16, 2012).

Summary/Recommendation

Based on open space priority criteria and mapping contained in Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and
Development, Town acquisition of the Marshall Property would promote goals set forth in Mansfield’s
Plan of Conservation and Development. It is recommended that the PZC notify the Town Council that
the proposed acquisition of the Marshall Property would promote Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation
and Development through protection of interior forest and potential for expanding the town'’s trail

hetwork.
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Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council /
From: Matt Hart, Town Manager V2
CC: Open Space Preseivation Committee; Maria Capriola, Assistant to the

Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development;
Curt Vincente, Director of Parks and Recreation; Jennifer Kaufman,
Natural Resources and Sustainability Coordinator

Date: November 13, 2012

Re: Proposed Open Space Acquisition — Marshail Property

Subject Matier/Background

The Marshall property is a 17-acre property surrounded on three sides by the
Town's Dunhamtown Forest and is depicted on the attached maps. The property
was recently appraised at a value of $18,000. Since the Town funded the
appraisal at a cost of $2,000, the owners are offering the property ata price of
$16,000.

The land is mostly a wooded south-facing slope, featuring a wooded ravine and a
maple swamp. A seasonal brook crosses the property and flows into a former
cranberry bog (now marsh) at the west edge of the property. An existing
Dunhamtown Forest trail along the top of the ravine offers scenic views of the
ravine and the Willimantic River valley.

At its October 16, 2012 meeting, the Open Space Preservation Committee
(OSPC) reviewed this property under the criteria in the Town’s Plan of
Conservation and Development. Commitiee members have also visited the
property at various times. The OSPC recommends that the Town acquire this
property to complete protection of the southern part of Dunhamtown Forest and
to make the western part of forest accessible for trails.

The property almost bisects the southern part of Dunhamtown Forest (a large
interior forest tract (250-500 acres). This tract is already largely protected, and
preservation of this property would fill in a gap in this protected area.

The Marshall parcel offers an opportunity to create three new trails, all of which
must cross the Marshall property:

1) trail from Mansfield City Road to the cranberry bog/marsh;
2) ftrail from the White Oak Road parking iot to the marsh; and



3) trail providing access to the western part of Dunhamtown Forest from the
point where the trails meet by the marsh. : -

These trails would make it possible to include the western part of the forest in a
long loop walk through the larger parcel (see map). |

Financial Impact ‘
The cost of the property will be covered by the Town’s existing Open Space
Fund, which has a balance of $1,238,069 ($238,069 in cash).

Recommendation
For the reasons listed above; staff recommends that the Town Council refer the

proposed acquisition of the 17-acre Marshall Property to the Planning and Zoning
Commission for review pursuant to section 8-24 of the Connecticut General
Statutes, and to schedule a public hearing for its November 26, 2012 meeting to
solicit public comment regarding the proposed purchase.

If the Town Council supports this recommendation, the following resolution is in
order:

Move, effective November 13, 2012, to refer the proposed acquisition of the 17-
acre Marshall Property to the Planning and Zoning Commission for review
pursuant fo section 8-24 of the Connecticut General Statufes, and fo schedule a
public hearing for 7:30PM at the Town Council’s regular meeting on November
26, 2012 to solicit public comment regarding the proposed land purchase.

Attachments

1) OSPC Report re Marshall Property

2) Marshall Property in relation to Dunhamtown Forest
3) Aerial Photo of Property and Contiguous Open Space




OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION COMMITTEE
Comments on proposed acquisition of the Marshall property
QOctober 16, 2012
To: Mansfield Town Council (EXECUTIVE SESSION), Matt Hart

At the OSPC’s October 16, 2012 meeting, the committee reviewed in executive session a 17-acre
property, which Gladys Marshall is offering to the Town. The committee reviewed this parcel with
reference to its location and also criteria in the Town’s Plan of Conservation and Development.
Committee members have visited the property at various thmes.

DESCRIPTION _

The property is surrounded on three sides by the Town’s Dunhamtown Forest (see map). The
land is mostly a wooded south-facing stope. Tt also includes a wooded ravine and a maple swamp. A
seasonal brook crosses the property and flows into a former cranberry bog (now marsh) at the west edge
of the property. An existing Forest trail along the top of the ravine offers scenic views of the ravine and
the Willimantic River valley.

POCD CRITERIA
Interior Forest Tract

The property almost bisects the southern part of Dunhamtown Forest (a large interior forest tract
(250-500 acres). This tract already has significant protection, and preservation of this property would fll
in a gap in this protected area.

Enhances Connections

The Marshall parcel offers an opportunity to create three new trails, all of which must cross the
property: 1) A trail from Mansfield City Road to the cranberry bog/marsh, 2) a trai} from the White
Oak Road parking lot to the marsh and 3) a frail providing access to the western part of the Forest from
point where the trails meet by the marsh. These trails would make it possible to include the western part
of the Forest in long Joop walk through the Forest (see map).

RECOMMENDATION
The committee recommends that the Town acquire this property to complete protection of the
southemn part of Dunhamtown Forest and make the westem part of Forest accessible for trails.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

LINDA M. PAINTER, AICP, DIRECTOR

Memo to: Planning and Zoning Commission ‘

From: Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development M ’
Date: November 15, 2012

Subject: 8-24 Referral: Malek Property/Wolf Rock Preserve Area

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 8-24 of the State Statues, the above-referenced proposed
acquisition of land has been referred to the PZC for comment. The Town Council has scheduled a
11/26/2012 Public Hearing on this issue, and if possible, comments should be forwarded prior to the
Public Hearing. The PZC has 35 days to report to the Town Council. A copy of the Council Agenda ltem

and location maps are attached for your reference.
The following information is provided for the PZ(’'s consideration.

» The property being considered by the Town is a land-locked undeveloped parcel consisting of £26.25
acres situated in an RAR-90 zone. As shown on the attached map, the property is surrounded on
three sides by preserved open space.

¢ The subject property is part of an interior forest tract that includes the Joshua’s Trust Wolf Rock
Preserve and is located in the Kidder-Sawmill Brook streambelt. Preservation of this property would
complete protection for approximately 3,000 feet of the brook.

¢ The property is identified as Interior Forest Tract and Wetland on Map 21 - Existing and Potentra!
Conservation Areas in the Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD).

e The property meets the following Open Space Acquisition Priority Criteria identified in Appendix K of
the POCD used to assist in evaluating open space acquisitions:

o The property is identified as a potential conservation area on Map 21 of the POCD

o The property would expand an existing preserved open space area

o The property is located within a |arge contiguous interior forest area

o The property includes a significant conservation and wildlife resource in the form of the
Kidder-Sawmill Brook streambelt

o The property provides the opportunity to expand existing trails on Wolf Rock Preserve

e The Open Space Preservation Committee has reviewed this request and recommended that the
property be acquired based on its location in a large interior forest tract and potential for expanding
trail connections {see attached memo dated April 24, 2012).

Summary/Recommendation
Based on open space priority criteria and mapping contamed in Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and

Development, Town acquisition of the Malek Property would promote goals set forth in Mansfield’s

Plan of Conservation and Development. It is recommended-that the PZC notify the Town Council that
the proposed acquisition of the Malek Property would promote Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and
Development through protection of interior forest and the Kidder-Sawmill Brook streambelt as well as
the potential for expanding the town’s trail network,
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Town of Mansfield
Agenda ltem Summary

To: Town Council % /4/

From: Matt Hart, Town Manager ##(//

CC: Open Space Preservation Committee; Maria Capriola, Assistant to the
Town Manager; Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development;
Curt Vincente, Director of Parks and Recreation; Jennifer Kaufman,
Natural Resources and Sustainability Coordinator

Date: November 13, 2012
Re: Proposed Open Space Acquisition - Malek Property

Subject Matter/Background ‘

The Malek Property is a 26.25-acre property offered for sale {o the Town by the
Malek family. They have owned the land for many years, which they used for
hunting and firewood harvests until about ten years ago. The propetly is south
of Joshua Trust's Wolf Rock Preserve on Crane Hill Road and is depicted on the
attached maps. The properly was appraised in October 2012 for $25,000 and is
being offered to the Town for the appraised value.

The Open Space Preservation Commitiee reviewed this parcel under the criteria
in the Town's Plan of Conservation and Development. Committee members
have also visited the property at various times. The committee recommends that
this property be preserved and suggests that the Town work cooperatively with
the Joshua's Trust to secure permanent protection and management of this

parcel.

The land slopes down to Sawmill Brook, which forms the west boundary. The
northern portion consists of a mature hardwood forest. CL&P holds an easement
on part of the land for its transmission lines, and a cleared area under the lines
crosses the property near the south side. The proposed second fransmission
line would involve clearing part of the forested area. The parcel is surrounded
by open space on three sides - Town land on the south and the west and
Joshua's Trust land on the north.

Significant Conservation or Wildlife Resource

The property is in the Kidder —Sawmill Brook sireambelt. The west side of the
property abuts Sawmill Brook for about 900 feet, and preservation of this
property would complete protection of approximately 3,000 feet of the brook.
Young trees and shrubs on the edge of CL&P’s cleared area provide habitat for
birds that nest in these early-succession forest areas.



Inferior Forest Tract
The property is in the middie of a large interior forest tract (250-500 acres). Most.
of this tract is protected, and the Town’s acquisition of this property would further

protect the tract.

Enhances Connecfions

The property is surrounded by Joshua Trust's Wolf Rock Preserve and Town
open space totaling approximately 183 acres. Preservation of this property
would fill in a gap in this protected area (see map). The property also would offer
the opportunity to expand existing trails on Wolf Rock Preserve and possibly offer
an alternative to the nearby Nipmuck Trail.

Financial impact '
The cost of the property will be covered by the Town’s existing Open Space
Fund, which has a balance of $1,238,069 (includes $1,000,000 in approved bond

funding).

Recommendation
For the reasons listed above, staff recommends that the Town Council refer the

proposed acquisition of the 26.25-acre Malek Property to the Pianning and
Zoning Commission for review pursuant to section 8-24 of the Connecticut
General Statutes, and to schedule a public hearing for its November 26, 2012
meeting fo solicit public comment regarding the proposed purchase.

If the Town Council supports this recommendation, the following resolution is in
order:

Move, effective November 13, 2012, to refer the proposed acquisition of the
26.25-acre Malek Property to the Planning and Zoning Commission for review
pursuant to section 8-24 of the Connecticut General Statutes, and to schedule a
public hearing for 7:30PM at the Town Council’s regular meeting on November
26, 2012 to solicif public comment regarding the proposed land purchase.

Attachmentis

1) OSPC Report re Malek Property

2) Map of Malek Property in relation to Saw Mill Brook Preserve and Wolf Rock
Preserve. '

3} Aerial Photo of Property and Contiguous Open Space




OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION COMMITTEE
Comments on proposed acquisition-of the Malek property
April 24,2012
To: Mansfield Town Council (EXECUTIVE SESSION), Matt Hart

At the OSPC’s April 24, 2012 meeting, the committee reviewed in executive session a 26.25-acre
property offered for sale to the Town by the Malek family. They have owned the land for many years,
which they used for hunting and firewood harvests until about ten years ago. The property is south of
Joshua Trust’s Wolf Rock Preserve on Crane Hill Road.

COMMENTS
The committee reviewed this parcel with reference to its location and also criteria in the Town’s

Plan of Conservation and Development. Committee members visited the property at various times.

The land slopes down to Sawmill Brook, which forms the west boundary. The north portion is a
mature hardwood forest. CL&P holds an easemnent on part of the land for its transmission lines, and a
cleared area under the lines crosses the property near the south side. The proposed second transmission
line would involve clearing part of the forested area. The parcel is surrounded by open space on three
sides: Town land on the south and west sides: Joshua’s Trust land on the north side.

POCD CRITERJA:
Significant Conservation or Wildlife Resource

The property is in the Kidder —Sawmill Brook streambelt. The west side of the property abuts
Sawmill Brook for about 900 feet, and preservation of this properly would complete protection of
approximately 3000 feet of the brook. Young trees and shrubs on the edge of CL&P’s cleared area
provide habitat for birds that nest in early-sticcession forest areas.

Interior Forest Tract
The property is in the middle of a large interior forest tract (250-500 acres). This tract already has

significant protection, and this property would contribute to that protection,

Enhances Connections
The property is surrounded by Joshua Trust’s Wolf Rock Preserve and Town open space totaling

approximately 183 acres. Preservation of this property would fill in a gap in this protected area (see map).
The property also would offer the opporfunity to expand existing trails on Wolf Rock Preserve and
possibly offer an alternative to the Nipmuck Trail, which is across the brook.

RECOMMENDATION
The committee recommends that this property be preserved either by the Town and/or by

. Joshua’s Trust. The Town could work cooperéxtively with the Trust fo address permanent protection and

management.
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RECEIPT OF APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL PERMIT, SITE PLAN, (RE)SUBDIVISION;:

, move and seconds to receive the SITTE PLAN

3

SPECIAL PERMIT, (re)SUBDIVISION application (file # | 3 14 )

submitted by Rac he J.o rﬁ TS ¢y

3

for SN Eﬁ\*omm\, UM‘*’ Wi~ « \Staﬁit-ﬁxm[fy dw‘t((f.« »
| / CE -
(if subdivision, give title)

3

on property locatedat &< Russc "H' Lang

owned by TL\ e a ﬁm‘? ( f(,om.’{-

as shown on plans dated A pri [ 1964 _, revised through ————

>

and as described in other application submissions, and to refer said application to the staff, Design—

. SlisIFFaNR LTy G3-0 O

(other)

— B
for review and comments, and to set a Public Hearing (if applicable) for  J amoary 7: 2013

9/02






SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION
(see Article V, Section B of the Zoning Regulations)

Mansfield PIénhing and Zoning Commission
: - : File# (314 -

Date Noyember S, 20127
' {

Name of development (where applicable)

Proposed use of the property is 6‘\ ax le. q@ma 24 )d}‘e IU Mt wr{ L é@’." Ly DD g.errv\{,J*
in accordance with Sec.(s) &,3 “ of Artidle VII (Permitted Use provisions) of the Yoning
Regulations

Address/location of subject property <Z< KUEQEH' Ltf»!l/t{_

Assessor's Map & Block I3 Lot(s) 1§ Vol. 708  Page 259

Zone of subject property E AKZ ~RO  Acreage of subject property l.o

Acreage of adjacent land in same ownership (if any) Norg

APPLICANT Kadie]  Jovusnsen ﬁ@ﬂ ,Awbe
(please PRINT) Y 7 (ygnéuire

Street Address 77 K LA‘SQ&&‘ lCAIA-L A Telephone

Town Mo Hfu Zip Code

Interest in property: Owner Yy Optionee Lessee Other

(If “Other”, please explain)

OWNER OF RECORD: (bl me—é‘ﬂ pYAM /f,:u/wﬁ /14 Elnf AA—< e
(please PRINT) g ' gnah.%e

(OR attached Purchase Contract OR attached letfer consenting to application )
Strect Address 22 Zw S feune Telephone
Town WMot [ A Zip Code

AGENTS (if any) representing the applicant who may be directly contacted regarding this
application:

Name Telephone

Address Zip Code
Involvement (legal, engineering, surveying, etc.)

Name Telephone

Address Zip Code

Involvement (legal, engineering, surveying, etc.)

(over)



9.

The following items have been submitted as part of this application:

v/ Application fee in the amount of $ (fg [45) Ck %827

L/ Statement of Use further describing the nature and intensity of the proposed use, the -
extent of proposed sife improvements and other important aspects of the proposal. To
assist the Commission with its review, applicanis are encouraged to be as detailed as
possible and to include information justifying the proposed special permit with respect to
the approval criteria contained or referenced in Article V, Section B.5.

/
. . . : Y, ..
\/ Site plan (8§ copies) as per Article V, Section B.3.d 'S (?)ﬂ il
Site plan checklist including any waiver requests
\/ Sanitation report as per Article V, Section B.3.e

‘ v Acknowlédgement that certified notice will be sent to neighboring property-owners, as per
the provisions of Article V, Section B.3.c (use Neighborhood Notification Form),

N/A As applicable for projects within the watershed of the Willimantic Reservoir, ,
acknowledgement that certified notice will be sent to the Windham Water Works, as per the
provisions of Article III, Section 1.

N/A As applicable for projects within State designated aquifer protection areas; acknowledgment
that the Commissioner of Public Health will be notified as per the provisions of Article I11,
Section 1. The State Department of Public Health’s on line form
(www.dph.state.ct.us/BRS/Water/Source_Protection/PA0653.htm) shall be used with a copy
of the submiftal delivered to the Planning Office.

Other information (see Article V, Section B.3.g). Please list items submitted (if any):
vy ley, ,

10. ALL APPLICATIONS, INCLUDING MAPS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS, MUST

*

COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THE ZONING REGULATIONS,
INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO:

Flood Hazard Areas, Areas Subject to Flooding

Special Permit Requirements (includes procedure, application requirements,
approval criteria, additional conditions and safeguards, conditions of
approval, violations of approval, and revisions)

Prohibited Uses

Performance Standards

Bonding

Permitted Uses

Dimensional Requirements/Floor Area Requirements

Special Regulations for Designed Development Districts

Signs

Parking and Loading

Regulations regarding filling and removal of materials

S Architectural and Design Standards

Rk cia,{’od 10/5/!2,_ Tt was vecewwed on li/f/(L

Art. X, Sec. E,
Axrt. V, Sec. B,

, Sec. A,
, Sec. B,
, Sec. C,
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10/20/2012

To whom it may concern,

We, the owners of a single family dwelling at 22 Russet Lane in Mansfield, do make request for a special
permit change in zoning classification at the same address to allow for the use of an existing portion of the
house as an efficiency unit under Article V, section B, This request complies with the definition of an
efficiency unit as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

The proposed space, which is a second floor of the home, contains a single bedroom, full bathroom
and kitchen in a space of 660 square feet, 30% of the total square footage of the home, which s
2240 square feet, (see enclosed floor plan)

The efficiency unit will be owner-occupied and shall not be occupied by more than 2 persons.
{Notarized affidavit of occupancy attached)

There is both interior access to the proposed efficiency unit via a staircase. There is also egress to
the proposed efficiency unit via an exterior door and staircase.

There are presently, in the single-car attached garage and existing parking spaces on premises in
paved driveway and parking spaces, at least 3 parking spaces with unobstructed access to the
street.

The lot, parcel 4-2 in the so-called Russet Ridge development, is 40,294 square feet which is
greater than the required minimum 40,000 square feet of acreage for an efficiency unit
designation. {see enclosed piot plan and parcel description)

The portion of the single family dwelling unit at 22 Russet Lane being proposed for use as an
efficiency unit was constructed in 1984, No modifications to the exterior are planned as part of this
request. Therefore, the requirement that the proposed structure not alter the original character of
the existing structure is satisfied.

Both the efficiency unit and the main dwelling unit are serviced by a waste processing system
consisting of a 900 gallon septic tank and leach field. The tank was inspected and pumped when the
property was purchased in June 2011 and found to be in good working order. The tank was also
pumped in August 2012 and also found to be in good working order. There are two full baths and
one half bath attached to the waste processing system. The number of bedrooms is not being
increased as a result of this request for zoning reclassification. The home has had 4 bedrooms since
the completion of remodeling in 1984.

22 Russet Lane is not within a Flood Hazard Area.

Please accept this application with associated documentation as requested/required.

Sincerely,

Rachel Jorgensen
Beverly Jorgensen
Kevin Jorgensen

Owners, 22 Russet Lane



22 Russet Lane
Rachel, Beverly & Kevin Jorgensen; the map/block/lot number is: 008/0013/0015; and the
deed reference is: Vol. 708, Pg. 259 Dated 6/16/2011.

Special Permit Application

Waiver Request
#2 Notapplicable
No site work, improvements or modification being made to the property or structure

Not Included

#8 Existing & Prbposéd contours, quantity of material to be added or removed
No site work, improvements or modification being made to the property or structure

#9 Watercourse, wetland, flood hazard areas, aguifers
None present

#10 Exposed ledge, areas shallow to bedrock
None present

#11B Test pit & percolation test location & findings
No septic system or site modifications being made

#12A Existing & proposed drainage facility, roadways, bridges, pedestrian ways, utilities
(including construction details
No site work, improvements or modification being made to the property or structure

#12B Existing & proposed easement, rights to drain
None existing or proposed

#12C Proposed sediment & erosion controls
None existing or proposed

#13A Existing & proposed off street parking & loading areas, fire access lanes
Non existing or proposed

#13B Outside storage & refuse areas, fuel & chemical storage tanks
None existing or proposed

#14 Existing & proposed fencing, walls, landscaping (including plant size & type, historic

features)
No site work, improvements or modification being made to the property or structure

#15 Existing or proposed outdoor illumination (including method & intensity of lighting)
No site work, improvements or modification being made to the property or structure

#16 Existing & proposed outdoor recreation features, with construction details for any
recreation improvements
None existing or proposed



To Whom It May Concern:

Please be advised that the co-owners of the real property at 22 Russet Lane, Mansfield, CT do intend to maintain
residence at said property following the re-zoning of the property as a single family dwelling with an additional
efficiency apartment.

Boctyo) pe o

Beverly Jorg Hsert
. The mmonwealth of Massachusetts
{co-owner)
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

.LINDA M. PAINTER, AICP, DIRECTOR

Memoto:  Planning and Zoning Commission J\Q
From: Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development@
.Date: November 15, 2012

Subject: Water Supply Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)

Attached is a memo from Town Manager Matthew Hart regarding the draft Water Supply Environmental Impact
Evaluation (EIE) which was published by the University of Connecticut on November 6, 2012. He is requesting that
the Commission forward any comments on the draft EIE to his office by Tuesday, December 4, 2012. Comments
received by that date will be forwarded to the Town Council for their consideration in preparation of the Town’s
official response to the draft document. To assist you in your review, copies of the Executive Summary,
introduction and Selection of Preferred Alternative are attached to the memo. The rest of the document can be
reviewed on-line or at the Town Clerk’s office.

If the Commission is interested commenting on the draft report, the comments must be adopted prior to the
close of the December 3, 2012 meeting.






G

vl

SEa g

TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER

Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager AUDREY P, BECK BUILDING
FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD

MANSFIELD, CT 06268-258%
(860} 429-3336
Fax: (860} 429-6863

To:  Conservation Commission
Economic Development Commission
Four Corners Sewer and Water Advisory Committee
Planning and Zoning Commission
Sustainability Committee
Town/ University Relations Committee

Copy: Town Council
From: Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager

Re:  Referral of UConn Water Supply Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)

On November 6, 2012, the University of Connecticut published the draft of the Water Supply
Environmental Impact Evaluation for public review and comment. The EIE evaluates several
different potential sources of water to serve both the University and Town, including:

» Interconnections with the following water systems:
o Connecticut Water
o Metropolitan District Commission

o  Windham Water Works
* Development of new groundwater wells in Mansfield (several sites were evaluated along

the Willimantic River and in the Mansfield Hollow area)
= Relocation of UConn’s existing Well A at the Fenton River Wellfield

Last week, Linda Painter, the Town’s Director of Planning and Development, emailed each of
your commissions/committees a link to the website where the report can be found
(hitp://www.ct.gov/ceg/ewp/view.asp?a=987& 0=249438 & cegNav=#EIE). Due to the length of
the report, I thought it might be helpful to provide key sections for your initial review. As such, |

have attached the following chapters to this memo:

= Executive Summary
= Introduction
m . Selection of Preferred Alternative



Additionally, those interested in hearing a brief overview of the EIE findings may want to attend
the Four Corners Sewer and Water Advisory Committee meeting scheduled for Thursday,
November 15, 2012 at 7:00 in the Town Council Chambers. Jason Coite from the University of
Connecticut will be presenting an overview of the draft EIE at that meeting,

Review Process

In accordance with the process required by the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA),
the University will hold a public hearing on December 11, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. in Room 146 of the
Bishop Center. The doors will open at 6:00 p.m. for viewing of informational materials related
to the EIE. Written comments can be submitted until December 21, 2012,

As this is a project of significant interest to the Town, we would like to submit one consolidated
set of comments in response to the draft EIE. Our goal is to prepare a draft letter for
consideration by the Town Council at their December 10, 2012 meeting. Accordingly, all
comments should be provided to my office by Tuesday, December 4, 2012.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the process for providing comments to the
Town Council, please contact Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development at
860.429.3330 or painterlm@mansfieldct.org.

Questions regarding the substance of the EIE should be directed to Jason Coite at the University
of Connecticut (Jason.coite@uconn.edu). Any question directed to Jason will be treated as part

of the official comment process unless the email specifically states that the question or comment
contained therein is not being sent as an official submittal under the CEPA process.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Water supply planning in Storrs and Mansfield has been underway for nearly two decades. The
University of Connecticut (University) has prepared four individual water supply plans beginning in

1994, Additionally, the Town of Mansfield prepared a water supply plan in 2002. These water supply
plans provided estimates of future water demand in different geographic areas, with the University's plans
focusing on the main campus, Depot Campus, and immediately adjacent areas. The Town of Mansfield's
plan included more distant areas that could benefit from water supply, such as the Mansfield Four Corners
area and residential neighborhoods to the west of the main campus,

Two parallel efforts brought water supply issues to the forefront in 2010 and 2011: the University's
development of its updated individual Warer Supply Plan (submitted to state agencies in May 2011) and
the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the Mansfield Four Corners
area, The University's 2011 Water Supply Plan identified four areas of future potable water service that
were committed by the University: The Storrs Center development, the North Campus Technology Park,
Depot Campus redevelopment, and the King Hill Road Planned Business Area, The 2011 Water Supply
Plagn further identified the need for an additional 0.5 mgd to 1.0 mgd of available supply to bolster
available water during certain months of the year and boost margins of safety’ (MOS) above 1.15 over the
50-year planning period. This amount of water was needed in the short/intermediate term to meet MOS
requirements during periods of peak demand when Fenton projection is curiailed or ceased.

Meanwhile, the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the Mansfield
Four Corners area identified future areas of water need in the town that were not commitied to by the
University in its 2011 Water Supply Plan. Specific to the Mansfield Four Corners area, a total of 0.17
mgd of water demand has been estimated for this area through the 20-year planning period.

Given the mufual need for water to address potable water demands identified in the 2011 Water Supply
Pian and the 2011 Mansfield Four Corners study report, the University and the Town of Mansfield began
to collaborate to identify a source of water supply that would meet combined future needs. In June 2011,
the University and the Town of Mansfield initiated the subject Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE)
under the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) to allow for a detailed evaluation of potential
interconnection and groundwater supply alternatives. An additional water supply will have the dual
benefit of increasing the University's MOS while also providing potable water for use on campus and in
the town of Mansfield consistent with the town's Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD) and
zoning reguiations.

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

In order to enable growth of the University and the surrounding area consistent with the University's
master plans and associated environmental analysis and the Town of Mansfield's Plan of Conservation

! Margin of Safety is defined as the ratio of available supply over demand. A margin of safety of 1.15 implies that a
water system has 15% more water available than demand. This 15% provides a buffer against unforeseen
circumstances, such as water main breaks or other emergencies.

University of Connecticut - Potential Sowrces of Water Supply
CEPA Environmental impact Evaluation

H . .
November 2012 ES-] g&* MILONE & MACBROOM



and Development, the University and the Town of Mansfield are in need of a viable long-term pubtic
water supply source. This additional supply would have the dual benefit of increasing the margin of
safety of the University’s water supply system while also providing potable water for use on campus, in
the Mansfield Four Corners area, and ¢lsewhere in town. The need for additional water supply is driven
by existing and future water demands as follows:

1. Need for Sufficient Margin of Safety (MOS) -~ MOS is thoroughly evaluated in the University's
Water Supply Plan (2011) and in the water demand projections of the Water and Wastewater Master
Plan (2006). A minimum of 0.32 mgd of new water supply will be necessary to meet the maximum
month MOS goai of 1.15 during periods of peak demand and when the Fenton River Wellfield is
curtailed or offline. This includes existing system demands plus committed water supply both on and
off campus. It also accounts for the reduction of demand that will occur once the reclaimed water
facility comes on line. Off-campus committed demands include Storrs Center and King Hill Road
Planned Business Area. Of the 0.32 mgd quantity, only 0.04 mgd would be needed for consumption,;
the remainder would be placed on standby for MOS. A minimum of 0.73 mgd of new water will be
necessary to meet the peak day MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060. Of the 0.73 mgd quantity, only 0.38 mgd
would be needed for consumption; the remainder would be placed on standby for MOS.

2. Additional Incremental Demand to Supply the Technology Park — The proposed Technology Park on
the University's North Campus was allocated a committed water demand of 89,600 gpd in the 2011
Water Supply Plan. This figure was revised in May 2011 from prior estimates through a tabulation of
potential gross square footage of buildings to be constructed in the Technology Park. At the present
time, higher average water demands are being forecast for the Technology Park. Current estimates
are approximately 423,500 gpd. With 89,600 gpd already set aside in the 2011 Water Supply Plen
and analyzed as part of the water needed to maintain future margins of safety, the increment of
333,900 gpd is therefore an additional future water demand. Maximum month demands and peak day
demands will be somewhat higher although the timing of peaking factors is likely to be different for
each parcel in the Technology Park, depending on the use (i.e., classroom versus year-round
research). The analysis on page 6-25 of the 2011 Warer Supply Plan provides the rationale and
}ustification to support a ratio of 1.33 for peak day planning calculations. This factor is applied to the
average day demand of 333,900 gpd to estimate a peak day demand of 444,087 gpd. Applying the
desired 15% MOS yields the following demand forecasts:

TABLFE ES-1
Additional Incremental Technology Park Demand

" Base Demand Plus
Condition Base Demand 15% MOS
Average Day 333,200 gpd 383,985 gpd
Peak Day 444,087 gpd 510,700 gpd

3. Future Town of Mansfield Demand — In addition to the previously committed water service in the
Town of Mansfield, the town has identified previously uncommitted demands associated with the
Manstield Four Corners development (170,000 gpd), a planned elderly and assisted living facility
(30,000 gpd), and a number of residential development areas as identified in Tables 2-9, 2-10, and 2-
11 of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan (totaling 253,500), for a total average day demand of
453,500 gpd. Provision of public water to these areas is consistent with Mansfield's Plan of

University of Connecticul - Pofential Sources of Waler Supply
CEPA Envirommental Impact Evaluation
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Conservation and Development. Similar to the Technology Park, factors are applied to obtain peak

day demand as well as a 15% MOS as follows:

In total, the following additional water supply is needed to meet peak day demands in the 50-year

TABLE ES-2

Additional Demand Within the Town of Mansfield

" Base Demand Plus

Condition Base Demand 15% MOS
Average Day 453,500 gpd 521,525 gpd
Peak Day 603,155 gpd 693,028 gpd

planning horizon (2060) with a 15% MOS:

TABLE ES-3
Incremental Water Supply Demand in 2060
Average Day ,
With 15% MOS
Committed Water Supply Demand *320,000 gpd 730,000 gpd
Additional Tncremental Technology Park Demand 383,985 gpd 510,700 gpd
Additional Town of Mansfield Demand 521,525 gpd 693,628 gpd
TOTALS: 1,225,510 gpd 1,934,328 gpd

*Due to the manner in which the demand was computed in the University's 2011 Water Supply Plan,
maximum month average day demand is used in this table as a proxy for average day demand.

The above numbers are consistent with the University's Water Supply Plan and the Water and
Wastewater Master Plan, both of which have been vetted by the public, Town of Mansfield officials,
and state regutatory agencies.

4. Additional Future University Demand - The water supply planning period extends to the year 2060.
It is likely that additional on-campus demands will materiatize in that timeframe for uses that are as-
of-yet undefined. Potential demand generators include the foliowing:

* Increased student population, with associated housing needs.

»  Expanded student recreational and/or athletic facilities, potentially including practice facilities,
indoor recreational facilities, recreational fields (i.e. flag football, recreational soccer, rugby,
baseball, and softball), athletic fields (i.e. football, soccer), and ice sports.

= Additional classroom space, student laboratory space, and faculty offices.

= Additional research space.

The extent to which the above demands may materialize is unknown at this time, as any associated
timing. As such, a specific value cannot be ascribed to the water demand such uses might require.
However, some measure of growth is likely. As such, alternatives will be evalvated for their ability to
expand to accommodate additional future potential on-campus growth,

University of Connecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
CEPA Environmemtal Impact Evaluation
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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

In accordance with CEPA requirements, numerous alternatives have been analyzed for providing water
supply to the University and Town of Mansfield. Four different types of actions have been evaluated:

* The "no action" or “no-build” alternative;

* Relocation or replacement of Fenton River Welifield Well A;

* Interconnection with neighboring wholesale water providers; and
* Construction of new public supply wellfield(s).

Specifically, the seven alternatives considered in this EIE are as follows:

Alternative #1 -
Alternative #2 -
Alternative #3 -

Alternative #4 -
Alternative #5 -

Alternative #6 -
Alternative #7 -

No action or no-build;

Relocation or replacement of Fenton River Wellfield Well A;

Interconnection with The Connecticut Water Company’s (CWC) Northern Operations
Western System in Tolland;

Interconnection with The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) system in East
Hartford;

Interconnection with Windham Water Works (WWW) system in southern Mansfield;
Development of New Groundwater Supply Source along Willimantic River; and
Development of New Groundwater Supply Source Near Mansfield Hollow Lake.

Table ES-4 summarizes the capability of each alternative relative to the project purpose and need, Only
Alternatives 3, 4, an 5 (the interconnections with water utilities) are capable of providing 1.23 million
gallons per day average day demand (ADD), 1.93 mgd peak day demand (PDD), and have the ability to
expand to accommodate additional future growth in water demand.

TABLE ES-4
Capability of Each Alternative to Deliver Potentially-Desired Quantities of Water
Able to Expand
Ableto | Ableto Deliver | 10
Alt. # Alternative Name Deliver ADD PDD of 1.93 -
of 1.23 mgd? gd? Additional
Future
Growth?
#1 No action No No No
#2 Replacement of Fenton Well A No No No
#3 Interconnection with CWC Yes Yes Yes
#4 Interconnection with MDC Yes Yes Yes
#5 Interconnection with WWW Yes Yes Yes
Development of New Groundwater T
#6 Supply along Wiilimantic River No No No
Development of New Groundwater .
#i Supply Near Mansfield Hollow Lake No No No

CWC = Connecticut Water Company
MDC = Metropolitan District Conunission
WWW = Windham Water Works

University of Connecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND ANALYSIS OF IMPACT

Land Use — Table ES-5 summarizes state-designated land uses and current zoning by town for the
interconnection pipeline routes. The State Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut
discourages provision of public water supply in Existing Preserved Open Space, Preservation Areas,
Conservation Areas, Rural Lands, Aquifer Protection Areas, and Historic Areas.

The intended developments for which a new source of supply is needed are all located within the Town of
Mansfield in areas where such development is consistent State Plan designations as well as local zoning
and the Town of Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and Development. The Town of Mansfield is
undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its regulations and has proposed overlay zones to
restrict development in areas of public water supply such that local developiment is consistent with the
State Plan. The proposed overlay zones will restrict development along potential pipeline routes for the
purpose of controlling unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth.

Land uses in the Towns of Tolland, Coventry, and Bolion may also be affected by potential
interconnection pipeline routes, Tolland for the MDC and CWC interconnection alternatives, and
Coventry and Bolton primarily related {o the MDC interconnection alternative,

Water Resources — Impacts to source waters will vary depending on the selected alternative:

= Provision of water from CWC would draw upon the Shenipsit Reservoir while the Powder Hollow,
Hunt, Preston, and other Northern Region wells will offset some of the treated water from Shenipsit
that is distributed to the west and north, While system improvements are proposed, no new sources
would be developed under this aliernative and withdrawal rates would largely not exceed historic
withdrawals, Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as they are today, through continued
releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum River, to be supplanted in the future with
releases that are consistent with Connecticut's streamflow regulations.

= Provision of water from MDC would draw upon the Barkhamsted and Nepaug Reservoirs in the
Farmington River basin. Withdrawals would not exceed existing registered rates, and source and
treatment plant improvements are not proposed. MDC is not required to refease water under
Connecticut's streamflow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage releases from the West
Branch Farmington River reservoirs,

»  Provision of water from WWW would draw upon the Willimantic Reservoir upstream of the Natchaug
River. A new or modified diversion permit would be needed as well as removal of sediment from the
reservoir fo maintain adequate water quality. WWW operates its source of supply as a run-of-the-river
withdrawal rather than relying on reservoir storage. Mitigation could take the form of increasing
releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although this is beyond
the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW.

No direct impacts are expected fo occur to surface water or groundwater as a result the installation of
water mains and pipelines. The integrity of bridges and culverts will not be compromised, as water mains
will be primarily installed using directional drilling or attached to bridges.

University of Connecticut - Polential Sources of Water Supply
CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation
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TABLE ES-5
State Plan Designations, Zoning, and Summary of Recommended Mitigation per Town

Fown Interstate or Alternatives Adjacent Zoning State Plan Designations® Existing
Name Readway Considered’ Districts RC C GA | RCC [EPOS| PA CA RL PWS? Mitigation
[IMansfield Reute 195 (northwest)  JCWC, MDC Neighborhood Business Zone b T X No Overlay Zone
Rural Agricultural Residence 90 X X X No Overlay Zone
Professional Offtee | X X No Overday Zone
Residence 90 N X No Overlay Zone
Planned Business 3 No Overlay Zone
Baxter Road/Route 44 |CWC, MDC Rural Agricultura) Residence 90 X X X No Overlay Zone
Planned Business 3 No Overlay Zone
Routs 44 MDC Neighborhood Business Zone [ X No None
Rural Agricultural Residence 50 X X X Partia} Overlay Zone
Institutional Partial None
Chaffeeville Road Wy Ruzal Agricultural Residence 90 X X No Qverlay Zone
Clover Mill/Maple Road fWivw Rural Agricilniral Residence 90 X X X No Overlay Zone
Coventry Route 195 CWC, MDC . |Neighbortheod Commercial X Na None
River/Aquifer Zone X X No None
Route 44 MDC Commercial X X X No Possible Overday Zone
Professional Office X X No Possible Overlay Zone
CommerciallAgricultural X X X Neo Possible Overlay Zone
General Residential Zone 80 X X X No Possible Overlay Zone
General Residential Zone 40 X X X No Possible Oveday Zone
River/Aquifer Zone X X No Possible Overlay Zone
Tolland [-84 MDC CommercialIndustrial Yes None
Tolland Business Park Yes None
Residential Design District X X X No Possible Overlay Zone
RDD-Nat Resource & Wildlife X X No Passible Overtay Zone
Tolland Village Area Yes None
Gateway Design District Yes None
Route 195 CWC, MDC Gateway Besipn District Yes Neoe
Neighborhood Commercial Yes Possible Overlay Zone
Residential Design District X X X No Possible Overlay Zone
RDD-Nat Resource & Wildlife X X X No Possible Gveday Zone
EBolion 1-384 MDC Residential 1 X X X No Possible Reg. Amendment
Residential 2 X No None
Industrial X Ne None
General Business X No None
Route 44 MDC Residential X X X No None
Restdential 2 X No None
Residential 3 X X X No None
Industrial X No Nong
General Busingss X X X No None
Vemon 1-8¢ MDEC Commercial X X Partial None
Single-Family Residential R-27 X X X Dartial None
Planned Residential Devefopment Yes None
Special Economic Development Partial None
Industrial X X Yes None
Plarmed Development - Exit 67 X X Yes None
Muanchester -84 MDC Rural Residence X Yes None
Residence B Yes None
Industrial X Yes None
Pianned Residential Development X Yes None
General Business X Yes None
Comprehensive Urban Develop. Yes None
Business 5 Yes None
Residence A Yes None
Special Design Compiercial Yes None
1-384 MDC Industriat Yes None
Rural Residence X Partial None
General Business Yes None
Elderly Housing Development Yes None
Business | Yes None
Busingss 2 Yes None
Residence AA Yes None
Residence A Yes None
Residence B Yes None
Residence C Yes None
Planned Residential Development Yes None
Historic Yes None
South Windsor  |f-84 MBC Industrial Yes Nene
Notes 1. CWC = The Connecticwt Water Company 2. State Plan Designations:
MDC = The Metropolitan Distriet RC Regional Center
WWW = Windham Water Works NC Neighborzood Conservation
GA Growth Area
RCC Rural Community Center
EPOS Existing Preserved Open Space
PA Preservation Area
CA Coenservation Area
RL Rural Lands i
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Socigeconomics — The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield is
expected to have a positive impact on the local and regional socioeconomic horizon through creation of
direct new employment on campus as well as indirect and induced job creation off campus, The Town of
Mansfield and its neighboring communities are well positioned {0 absorb any incremental increase in
population and housing demand resulting from new water supply, even with the land use controls that will
be enacted to fimit development along the pipeline route in Mansfield.

Conmumily Facilities and Services — The provision of additional water supply fo the University and Town
of Mansfield is consistent with current community services. The burden on municipal and University
emergency services personnel is not expected to increase significantly.

Aesthetic and Visual Resources — The provision of additional water supply to the University and
Mansfield will enable additional development on-campus as well as in portions of northern Mansfield in
areas proximate to the University’s Main and Depot campuses and Agronomy Farm. On-campus
development will be congruent with the architecture and building heights throughout the campus. Any
off-campus development within the Town of Mansfield will be guided by local regulations relative to
aesthetics and will require approval through Mansfield’s Planning & Zoning Commission. Additionally,
the aesthetics of pumping stations and storage tanks will need to be sited and designed such that they are
congruent with the aesthetic character of the surrounding area.

Public Utilities and Services — The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of
Mansfield will increase the capacity of the University’s water system. Benefits to small community, non-
transient non-community, and transient non-community water systems will be realized through
interconnections or direct connection to new pipelines. However, the furtherance of duplicative water
service in the State (specifically in Manchester, South Windsor, Vernon, and Tolland for the MDC
interconnection) is contrary to the State’s statutory obligation for coordinated water supply planning,

Significant adverse impacits {o storm sewer, electric, gas, telephone, and cable services are not anticipated.

Cultural Resources — Where pipeline is installed outside of previously disturbed public rights-of-way,
sensitivity to historic or archeological resources is possible along pipeline routes in Mansfield, Tolland,
Coventry, and Bolton. In such instances, site-specific investigations will be undertaken in consultation
with state and local entities such that impacts to cultural resources are avoided or minimized to accepiable
levels.

Traffic, Transporiation and Parking — The provision of additional water supply to the University and
Town of Mansfield will cause temporary impacts to traffic, as water mains will be installed in state and

town roadways. No permanent impacts to traffic will occur. Individual development that occurs as a
result of the availability of a source of public water supply will require site-specific review through local
approval processes and, where applicable, through the Connecticut Office of State Traffic Administration
(OSTA).

Flood Hazard Potential — Installation of pipelines will have minimal impacts where they cross special flood
hazard areas (SFHAS), as piping and appurtenances will be below grade.

Biological Environment ~ The majority of pipeline installation will occur where roads are currently paved
and therefore do not support significant biological communities. Best practices will be undertaken to
minimize disturbances to adjacent biological resources. Protection of fishery resources and fish habitats
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will be of paramount importance for all of the alternatives. For the WWW alternative, increased
withdrawals from the Willimantic Reservoir may adversely affect riffle and run habitats downstream of
the reservoir in the Natchaug River. Removal of sediment from the Willimantic Reservoir will likely
impact some wetland vegetation, although the extent and length of such impact can only be evaluated
following a specific proposal for excavation. Based upon similar projects undertaken at other
Connecticut Reservoirs, sediment excavation can be achieved without unacceptable impacts to wetlands
or fisheries.

Physical Environment — No significant changes will occur to the physical enviromnent as a result of
provision of water to the University and Mansfield. Significant modifications to area topography are not
contemplated, '

Air Quality — The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will not
significantly impact air quality in the Town of Mansfield or the region, Numerous controls are proposed
for minimizing short-term construction related impacts to air quality from fugitive dust and other
pollutant emissions.

Noise Qualify — Minor temporary noise impacts are anticipated during construction of the water pipeline.
The majority of construction activities will occur in the daylight hours to minimize noise impacts, New
pumping stations for the CWC, MDC, and WWW alternatives will become localized sources of noise,
although such noise will be minimal,

Solid Waste and Hazardous Materiais — Other than temporary construction and demolition-related
impacts, minimal impacts related to solid waste and hazardous materials are expected as a result of
provision of water to the University and Mansfield.

Energy Resowrces — Increases in energy usage would occur for all of the feasible alternatives. For the
CWC interconnection alternative, energy will be used to withdraw additional groundwater from wells in
the Western System, filter and {reat additional water at the Rockville WTP, and pump water through the
pipeline. For the MDC interconnection alternative, energy will be used to filter and treat additional water
at the West Hartford and Bloomfield WTPs and to pump water through a series of pumping stations along
the pipeline. For the WWW alternative, energy will be used to fiiter and treat additional water at the
WTP and pump water through the pipeline. Systems that are more proximal and at higher elevations
(CWC and WWW) will use less energy than systems that are distant and at lower elevations (MDC), The
periods of peak water demand at the University (late August and early September), and hence peak
electrical demand for pumping and treating, does not typically coincide with peak Statewide electrical
demand (typically July). Energy usage will also increase where additional water allows development;
however, these are not anticipated to be regionally significant.

Cumulative Impacts ~ Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental impact of the
proposed action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions, Cumulative
impacts associated with the feasible alternative include the following:

= Additional groundwater and/or surface water supply withdrawals;

= Interbasin transfer of water;

= Formation of additional disinfection byproducts in treated water due to higher water ages along the
pipeline;

* Additional water mains within roadways;
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® Incremental energy demands; and
®  Additional development due to the presence of public water.

Cumulative impacts are most likely for the alternatives that cause further diminution of flows in nearby
watercourses, such as the WWW interconnection. On the other hand, CWC and MDC have a greater
ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs, and the cumulative impacts will
be minimized.

Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Iinpacts — Certain adverse impacts associated with provision of
water to the University and Mansfield are unavoidable. Delivery of water to the University and

Mansfield from CWC, MDC, or WWW will constitute an interbasin transfer of water and resulting loss of
water from local donor basins; this cannot be avoided, The CWC and MDC alternatives would involve
transfers of water from the Connecticut River major basin whereas the WWW alternative would involve
the transfer of water within the Thames River major basin. CWC and MDC are capable of managing
releases to downstream watercourses. WWW does not have such capabilities because it operates a run-
of-the-river dam.

The project will undergo a construction phase wherein additional equipment will be utilized. Mitigation
measures have been identified with respect to associated short-term air and noise quality, However, a
certain degree of additional truck and equipinent use and access will be necessary during this time period,
which is unavoidable, Potential soil erosion and sedimentation impacts will be largely mitigated through
proper construction management techniques.

Unavoidable adverse enviroimmental impacts are possible along some of the pipelines, especially in the
rural communities of Tolland, Bolton, Coveniry, and Mansfield. These unavoidable adverse impacts

could be mitigated by local land use regulations and zoning, with the Town of Mansfield considered most
equipped and well-positioned to directly address the risks for development along pipelines. By virtue of
the shorter potential pipelines, the CWC and WWW alternatives present a lesser degree of risk than the
MDC alternative.

No other unavoidable adverse environmental impacts have been identified.

Drreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources — The construction of any of the interconnection
alternatives will utilize nonrenewable resources during the construction and implementation (i.e.,
construction supplies, fuel, personnel time, etc.). Since these resources cannot be reused, they are
considered to be irreversibly and irretrievably committed. Specifically, these include the following
actions:

= (Clearing;

" Access road construction;

® Installation of water mains to connect fo the University and Mansfield; and
= Installation of associated infrastructure, treatment plant expansion, etc,

OPPORTUNITIES FOR MITIGATION

Numerous opportunities for mitigation of adverse impacts have been identified. These have been
described throughout the document. Table ES-6 provides a summary. The two primary areas for

University of Connecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation

’ x
November 2012 ES-9 ZJ&Q MILONE & MACBROOM



mitigation are for land uses and associated secondary growth and streamflow mitigation associated with
increased water withdrawals.

As indicated above, the Town of Mansfield is undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its
regulations and has proposed an overlay zone to restrict development in areas of public water supply such
that local development is consistent with the state plan. The proposed overlay zone will restrict
development within potential pipeline areas for the purpose of controlling unwanted or unanticipated
secondary growth,

Secondary growth mitigation is possible in other communities where potential pipeline routes traverse
land that, were it developed as a direct result of the availability of public water supply, would be cortrary
to the State Plan, local planning and zoning designations, or local plans of conservation and developinent.
This is the case in Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton; however, those communities have not committed to
such protections at this time. In the case of Coventry and Bolton, discrepancies exist between the
community’s local vision and the State Plan such that mitigation through development protections may
not have local support,

TABLE ES-6
Opportunities for Mitigation
Mitipation Opportunities Alternative
3 4 5
CWC MDC WWwW

Actively manage releases to rivers located downstream of reservoirs Yes Yes No
Implementation of overlay zones to reduce future development densities Yes Yes Yes
Coordination with various local departments, conmnissions, and committees

. .o Yes Yes Yes
regarding proposed pipelines
Pipeline (fes1gns that ha_ng pipe on bridges or include directional drilling to Yes Yes Yes
prevent direct wetland impacis
Construction occurring in the summer whenever possible to minimize traffic ,

Yes Yes Yes

impacts near the University

Performing a biological survey for endangered, threatened, or special concern

species during the design phase to establish buffers and construction timetables Yes Yes Yes
to minimize the impact to these species
A emer i miti im T

dherence to best management practices to miligate impacts to stormwate Yes Yes Yes
runtoff
Performance of construction activities during daylight hours to minimize nois
\ constr tv. & daylig ¢ Yes Yes Yes
impacts
Reduction of water age, mixing in tanks, and blending with groundwater (the

YRR . Yes Yes Yes

University’s or otherwise) to reduce DBPs
Provide benefits such as emergency interconnections with other water utilities No Yes No
where pipelines are contrary to exclusive service areas
Provide emergency interconnection with Tolland’s municipal water system Yes Yes No

Under the CWC intercomiection alternative, Shenipsit Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as they
are today, through continued releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum River, to be
supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut’s streamflow regulations. For
the MDC interconnection alternative, MDC is not required to release water under Connecticuf’s
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streamflow regulations; however, they will continue to manage releases from the West Branch
Farmington River reservoirs. Under the WWW interconnection alternative, Mitigation could take the
form of additional releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although
this is beyond the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW. Overall, CWC and MDC
have a greater ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs.

COST AND BENEFITS

Table ES-7 presents a sinmary of capital costs associated with the feasible alternatives, as well as a
normalized cost per million gallons (MG) of water,

TABLE ES-7
Summary of Estimated Interconnection Costs
CwWC MDC WWW
Interconnection Interconnection Interconnection
Capital Cost $20,268,000 $47,570,400 $47,556,200
Normalized per MG* $10,134,400 $23,785,200 $23,778,100

* Assumes 2.0 mgd

Table ES-8 presents a comparison of potential water rates for residential and commercial customers using
the Public Utility Regulatory Authority (PURA) annual household consumption vatue. For this analysis,
comimercial custamers are assumed to consume an equal amount of water as residential customers, and
the estimates include any applicable service charges (though not initial construction and connection fees
which would be borne by the consumer).

TABLE ES-8
Summary of Average Annual Water Costs to Customers
Public Water System Residential Commercial
CwWC 3643 3577
MDC 3549 $549
WWW 3371 $371
Town of Tolland $413 $413
University of Connecticut $393 $393

Sources: CWC website, MDC Website, WWW, Tolland Water Commission, UConn, Tighe & Bond
Note: Tolland rates assume that an equal amount of water is used each quarter.

Although this EIE has not estimated additional energy costs for the alternatives, the water systems that are
more proximal and at higher elevations (CWC and WWW) will use less energy than systems that are
distant and at lower elevations (MDC) to move water to the University and Mansfield.

The following positive benefits are expected to occur as a result of the construction of or connection to
additional sources of water supply:

» Increase the University water system’s MOS to above 1.15 for the 50-year planning period while
meeting the four commitied demands.
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* Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed expansions on the University campus, such
as the University Technology Park and redeveloped facilities at the Depot Campus as outlined in the
University of Connecticut Academic Plan that will result in an overall improvement of the campus
environment.

® Provide additional redundancy and flexibility to the University of Connecticut water system,

= Allow for the University to reduce potential impacts to fisheries within the Willimantic and Fenton
rivers during Jow streamflow periods by utilizing water supply from a less sensitive area,

*  Supply the Mansfield Four Corners area with public water supply, eliminating the need for utilizing
existing wells in a historically contaminated area and spurring redevelopment of this area that is one
of the gateways to the University of Connecticut.

® Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed growth areas identified in the Town of
Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development.

*  The potential for supply redundancy to one or more small community water systems in Mansfield, as
well as a potential increase in access to public water for adjacent residents with low-yielding wells or
wells with poor water quality.

® Temporary engineering and construction jobs related to implementing the eventual project, as well as

additional long-term jobs in the proposed University Technology Park, the redeveloped buildings on
the Depot Campus, and in commercial developments in Mansfield Four Corners.

SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

In light of the foregoing analysis, three alternatives are potentially feasible, with the ability to meet the
project purpose and need. While the degree and types of potential impacts vary among the alternatives,
none is believed to cause significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated. For the
CWC and WWW alternatives, potential impact is similar among the alternate routing scenarios within
each alternative. For the MDC interconnection, routing alternative #4B will result in significantly fewer
land use conflicts between existing land uses, local zoning regulations, and the State Conservation and
Development Policies Plan. In all cases of conflict, land use overlay zones could overcome such
inconsistencies; however, at the present time, only the Town of Mansfield has committed to such a
course,

Issues of cost, phasing, and financing will be critical to the ultimate action taken. Financial feasibility and
project affordability will be informed by funding sources, cost sharing arrangements, financing
mechanisms, and project phasing. Project affordability includes the total cost of ownership over time in
combination with how that cost might be shared among the parties who will be the beneficiaries.

Each of the interconnection alternatives must overcome financial, technical, regulatory, and contractual
hurdles to become a reality, any one of which could prevent the alternative from moving forward. As
such, it is the University’s intent to proceed with multiple potential “preferred” alternatives for
interconnection with CWC, MDC, or WWW.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

Water supply planning in Storrs and Mansfield has been underway for nearly two decades. The
University of Connecticut (University) has prepared four individual water supply plans beginning
in 1994, Additionally, the Town of Mansfield prepared a water supply plan in 2002, These water
supply plans provided estimates of future water demand in different geographic areas, with the
University's plans focusing on the main campus, Depot Campus, and immediately adjacent areas.
The Town of Mansfield's plan included more distant areas that could benefit from water supply,
such as the Mansfield Four Corners area and residential neighborhoods to the west of the main
campus.

The University and Town of Mansfield water supply plans published prior to 2005 each noted
that the University's registered water supplies (the Fenton River wells and the Willimantic River
wells) were together adequate for the foreseeable future, with over 3.0 million gallons per day
(mgd) available per the water diversion registrations on file with the Connecticut Depariment of
Energy & Environmental Protection (CT DEEPY), and that future sources of supply would be
needed mainly (o begin supplying public water service to new areas in Mansfield.

Based on the results of the Long Term Impact Analysis of the University of Connecticut's Fenton
River Water Supply Wells on the Habitat of the Fenton River (imore commonly known as the
Fenton River Study) in 2006, the need for reducing withdrawals from the Fenton River wells
during periods of tow instream flow was conclusively articulated for the first time. The
University's 2007 Water and Wastewater Master Plan recognized that, moving forward, the
Fenton River supply would be limited during the summer and fall to much lower withdrawals
than the diversion registration atlowed for and that additional supply sources would be needed in
the future,

Meanwhile, questions were beginning to be raised about the hydrogeologic capability of the
Willimantic River Wellfield to supply its registered withdrawal. Environmental groups were
interested in having the Willimantic River analyzed in a manner similar to the Fenton River
Study. These questions led, in part, to the Report of the Willimenitic River Study: An Analysis of
the Impact of the University of Connecticut Water Supply Wells on the Fisheries Habitaf of the
Willinantic River (more commonly known as the Willimantic River Study) that was completed in
2010. The study evaluated pofential impacts to fisheries habitat in the Willimantic River due to
withdrawals from the Willimantic River Welifield and evaluated potential additional withdrawals
at the wellfield from the standpoint that the timing of withdrawals could potentially be
manipulated to reduce impacts to the river.

The two river studies concluded that the existing wellfields had likely reached their limits for
public water supply.

Q The Fenton River Study published in 2006 evaluated the impact of withdrawals at the Fenton
River Welifield on the fisheries habitat of the Fenton River and concluded that withdrawals
should be reduced or ceased during low streamflow periods. Expansion of the Fenton River
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Wellfield to increase the volume of withdrawals from the aquifer has not been pursued in
light of the instream flow constraints identified by the Fenton River Stucy.

QO The Willimantic River Study published in 2010 conctuded that reducing withdrawals from the
Willimantic River aquifer during low streamflow periods was necessary to protect fisheries
habifat. Additionally, the study found that moving wells further downstream provided
limited benefit and that the installation of additional wells at the wellfield would not be
prudent in light of the instream flow constraints identified by the study. Expansion of the
Willimantic River Wellfield to increase withdrawals from the aquifer could further
exacerbate the fisheries habitat impacts during the low streamflow periods identified by the
Willimantic River Study.

Two parallel efforts brought water supply issues to the forefront in 2010 and 2011: the University's
development of its updated individual Water Supply Plan (submitted to state agencies in May
2011) and the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the
Mansfield Four Corners area, The University's 2011 Water Supply Plan identified four areas of
future potable water service that were committed by the University: The Storrs Center
development, the North Campus Technology Park, Depot Campus redevelopment, and the King
Hill Road Pilanned Business Area. The 2011 Water Supply Plan further identified the need for an
additional 0.5 mgd to 1.0 mgd of available supply to bolster available water during certain months
of the year and boost margins of safety’ (MOS) above 1.15 over the 50-year planning period, This
amount of water was needed in the short/intermediate term to meet MOS requirements during
periods of peak demand when Fenton projection is curtailed or ceased.

Meanwhile, the Town of Mansfield's study of water supply options for redevelopment of the
Mansfield Four Corners area identified future areas of water need in the town that were not
committed to by the University in its 2011 Water Supply Plan. Specific to the Mansfield Four
Corners area, a fotal of 0.17 mgd of water demand has been estimated for this area through the
20-year planning period.

The University's 2007 Water and Wastewater Master Plan, 2011 Water Supply Plan, and the
Mansfield Four Corners study report (2011) all included evaluations of interconnections with
Windham Water Works (WWW) and The Connecticut Water Company (CWC) to provide an
additional increment of water, along with preliminary evaluations of new groundwater supplies
along the Willimantic River (downstream of the existing University wellfield) and in the
Manstield Hollow area (near Mansfield Hollow Lake). The three documents included varying
degrees of analysis for each alternative but, in general, they all raised questions that would need
to be addressed in more detail in order to evaluate and pursue an option for additional supply.

Given the mutual need for water to address potable water demands identified in the 2011 Warer
Supply Plan and the 2011 Mansfield Four Corners study report, the University and the Town of
Mansfield began to collaborate to identify a source of water supply that would meet combined
future needs. In June 2011, the University and the Town of Mansfield initiated the subject
Environmental Lmpact Evaluation (EIE) under the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA)

' Margin of Safety is defined as the ratio of available supply over demand. A margin of safety of 1.15 implies that a
water system has 15% more water available than demand. This 15% provides a buffer against unforeseen
circumstances, such as water main breaks or other emergencies.
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to allow for a detailed evaluation of pofential interconnection and groundwater supply
alternatives. An additional water supply will have the dual benefit of increasing the University's
MOS while also providing potable water for use on campus and in the town of Mansfield
consistent with the town's Plan of Conservation and Development (POCD) and zoning
reguiations,

1.2  PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

[n May 2011, the University submitted the latest five-year update of its Warer Supply Plan to the
Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH) and other state agencies. The Water Supply
Plan analyzed committed future demands over the next 50 years and concluded that the four areas
of committed future demands will require approximately 360,000 gallons per day (gpd). The
projections in the Warer Supply Plan assume that Fenton River Wellfield Well D will be
approved for limited use’? during seasonally dry periods and that reclaimed wastewater will be
available for future nonpotable uses such as cooling, heating, and potentially irrigation of turf
grass, The reclaimed water facility is anticipated to be operational by December 2012, and
limited use of Well D is pending approval from the CT DEEP,

Even with these efforts to bolster supply and reduce potable water demand, the MOS of the
University water supply system during maximum demand months is predicted to drop below the
DPH's MOS goal of 1.15. Based on the information presented in Tables 7-17 and 7-18 of the
2011 Water Supply Plan, a minimum of 0.32 mgd of new water supply will be necessary to meet
the maximum month® MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060, and a minimum of 0.73 mgd of new water will
be necessary to meet the peak day® MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060. Any currently unforeseen
additional demands realized by the University will, in turn, further impact the MOS of the
University's water supply system and thereby increase the need for additional water supply.

A water supply expansion or interconnection to supply the Mansfield Four Corners area has long
been a goal of the Town of Mansfield. The Mansfield Four Corners area is considered to be one
of several "gateways" to Mansfield and the University, but several of the businesses in the area
have been shuttered. The decline of this area has been partly atiributed to the lack of adequate,
clean drinking water and safe sewage disposal. Furthermore, the lack of reliable water supply in
the Mansfield Four Corners area has been cited as a significant limitation on redevelopment,
Water quality and quantity issues in this area have historically been difficult to address without
the comprehensive solution afforded by an extension of water and sewer utilities. The
availability of public water supply in this area is believed key to revitalization efforis. A potable
water demand of approximately 170,000 gpd is estimated for this area through the end of the 20-
year planning period.

In 2011, the State of Connecticut passed legislation (Senate Bill No. 1242 - Public Act No. 11-57)
authorizing the issuing of bonding for the purpose of the development of the proposed

2 Such use of Well D would be in accordance with its diversion registration and the operating procedures presented
in the Wellfield Management Plan (2011).
¥ While 0.32 mgd will need to be available to maintain a MOS of 1.15, a lesser quantity (0.04 mgd) would be needed

for actual consumption,
* While 0.73 mgd will need to be avaifable to maintain a MOS of 1.15, a lesser quantity (0.38 mgd) would be needed

for actual consumption,
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Technology Park on the University's North Campus. Cognizant of the need for public water
service by the University and the Town of Mansfield, this legislation authorizes the University to
charge for and supervise on- and off-campus improvements and states that the University shail
work in consultation with the Town of Mansfield regarding any on-site or off-site utilities that are
financed pursuant to the proposed Technology Park. In particular, this legislation enables the
University to work with the Town of Mansfield in regard to extending water and sewer service to
Mansfield Four Comers.

In order to enable growth of the University and the surrounding area consistent with the
University's master plans and associated environmental analysis and the Town of Mansfield's
Plan of Conservation and Development, the University and the Town of Mansfield are evaluating
alternatives that will identify a viable long-term public water supply source. This additional
supply would have the dual benefit of increasing the MOS of the University water supply system
while also providing potable water for use on campus, in the Mansfield Four Corners area, and
¢lsewhere in town.

The need for additional water supply is driven by existing and future water demands as folfows:

1. Need for Sufficient MOS — MOS is thoroughly evaluated in the University's Water Supply
Plan (2011) and in the water demand projections of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan
(2006). A minimum of 0.32 mgd of new water supply will be necessary to meet the
maximum month MOS goal of 1,15 during periods of peak demand and when the Fenton
River Wellfield is curtailed or offline. This includes existing system demands plus
committed water supply both on and off campus. It also accounts for the reduction of
demand that will occur once the reclaimed water facility comes on line. Off-campus
committed demands include Storrs Center and King Hill Road Planned Business Area. Of
the 0.32 mgd quantity, only 0.04 mgd would be needed for consumption; the remainder
would be placed on standby for MOS. A minimum of 0.73 mgd of new water will be
necessary to meet the peak day MOS goal of 1.15 in 2060. Of the 0.73 mgd quantity, only
0.38 mgd would be needed for consumption; the remainder would be placed on standby for
MOS,

2. Additional Incremental Demand to Supply the Technology Park — The proposed Technology
Park on the University's North Campus was allocated a committed water demand of 89,600
gpd in the 2011 Water Supply Plan. This figure was revised in May 2011 from prior
estimates through a tabulation of potential gross square footage of buildings to be constructed
in the Technology Park. At the present time, higher average water demands are being
forecast for the Technology Park. Current estimates are approximately 423,500 gpd. With
89,600 gpd already set aside in the 2011 Water Supply Plan and analyzed as part of the water
needed to maintain future margins of safety, the increment of 333,900 gpd is therefore an
additional future water demand. Maximum month demands and peak day demands will be
somewhat higher although the timing of peaking factors is likely to be different for each
parcel in the Technology Park, depending on the use (i.e., classroom versus year-round
research). The analysis on page 6-25 of the 2011 Water Supply Plan provides the rationale
and justification to support a ratio of 1.33 for peak day planning calculations. This factor is
applied to the average day demand of 333,900 gpd to estimate a peak day demand of 444,087
gpd. Applying the desired 15% MOS yields the following demand forecasts:
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TABLE 1.2-1

Additional Ineremental Technology Park Demand

. Base Demand Plus
Condition Base Demand 15% MOS
Average Day 333,900 gpd 383,985 epd
Peak Day 444,087 gpd 510,700 gpd

3. Future Town of Mansfield Demand - In addition to the previously committed water service
in the Town of Mansfield, the town has identified previously uncommitted demands
associated with the Mansfield Four Corners development (170,000 gpd), a planned elderly
and assisted living facility (30,000 gpd), and a number of residential development areas as
identified in Tables 2-9, 2-10, and 2-11 of the Water and Wastewater Master Plan (iotaling
253,500), for a total average day demand of 453,500 gpd. Provision of public water to these
areas is consistent with Mansfield's Plan of Conservation and Development. Similar to the
Technology Park, factors are applied to obtain peak day demand as well as a 15% MOS as

follows:
TABLE 1.2-2
Additional Demand Within the Town of Mansfield
" Base Demand Plus
Condition Base Demand 15% MOS
Average Day 453,500 ppd 521,525 gpd
Peak Day 603,155 ppd 693,628 gpd

In total, the following additional water supply is needed to meet peak day demands in the 50-year
planning horizon (2060) with a 15% MOS:

TABLE 1.2-3
Incremental Water Supply Demand in 2060
Need ) Av;:z]g:ult)lay Peak Day Demand
1 1)

With 15% MOS With 15% MOS

Conunitted Water Supply Demand *320,000 gpd 730,000 gpd
Additional incremental Technology Park Demand 383,985 gpd 510,700 gpd
Additional Town of Mansfield Demand 521,525 gpd 693,628 gpd
TOTALS: | 1,225,510 gpd 1,934,328 gpd

*Due to the manner in which the demand was computed in the University's 2011 Water Supply Plan,
maximum month average day demand is used in this table as a proxy for average day demand.

The above numbers are consistent with the University's Water Supply Plan and the Water and
Wastewater Master Plan, both of which have been vetted by the public, Town of Mansfield
officials, and state regulatory agencies.

4, Additional Future University Demand — The water supply planning period extends o the year
2060, It is likely that additional on-campus demands will materialize in that timeframe for
uses that are as-of-yet undefined. Potential demand generators include the following:
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* Increased student population, with associated housing needs.

* Expanded studenti recreational and/or athletic facilities, potentially including practice
facilities, indoor recreational facilities, recreational fields (i.e. flag football, recreational
soccer, rugby, baseball, and softball), athletic fields (i.e. football, soccer), and ice sports.

*  Additionat classroom space, student laboratory space, and faculty offices.

®  Additional research space.

The extent to which the above demands may materialize is unknown at this time, as is any
associated timing. As such, a specific value cannot be ascribed to the water demand such
uses might require. However, some measure of growth is likely. As such, alternatives will
be evaluated for their ability to expand to accommodate additional future potential on-campus
growth,

Each of the alternatives will be measured against the ability to meet the project need.

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is the extension of water to Mansfield and Storrs to augment the University's
water supply system to serve current and future needs through the 50-year planning horizon
(2060). This action involves extending water supply transmission piping and connecting to a new
source or sources of supply.,

1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROJECTS AND PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Numerous planning documents related to the proposed action have been evaluated in the context
of this EIE, including the following:

The University of Connecticut North Campus Technology Park Final Environmental
Impact Siatement

The University has been proposing to extend North Hillside Road and develop a research and
technology park in the North Campus area since the 1970s. The document entitled Final
Environmental mpact Statement — North Hillside Road Extension (FEIS) was released in October
2011 and approved in 2012, This document, prepared under the oversight of the Federal
Highway Administration, the Connecticut Department of Transportation, and the University of
Connecticut, was the culmination of research and planning activities dating back to the mid-
1990s. The proposed project will construct a 3,400 foot long, 32 foot wide two-lane roadway
from the current terminus of North Hillside Road to Route 44. The extension will facilitate the
development of the proposed Technology Park in this area of North Campus as well as provide an
alternative entrance to the University.

The subject EIE is relevant to the Technology Park project in that more than 25% of the new
water demand to be satisfied is associated with the Technology Park. Many of the alternatives
and scenarios evaluated in the subject document propose the installation of a water main in North
Hillside Road Extension. The FEIS noted that the construction of the new roadway would
include the installation of utilities such as potable water, nonpotable reclaimed water, sanitary
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sewer, storm drainage, telecommunications, primary electrical, natural gas, street lighting, and
emergency phones, Construction of the roadway and associated water mains is vital to the
eventual development of the Technology Park as development of individual water supply wells
for the Technology Park buildings is believed to be neither prudent nor practical.

The Town of Mansfield Water Supply Plan

Although the Town of Mansfield does not currently operate a water system, the town developed
its Water Supply Plan in 2002 for the purpose of evaluating drinking water supply needs in
Mansfield, particularly in those areas not served by the University. The information generated in
that document has been referenced and utilized in subsequent planning documents. It notes that
the majority of the town is served by small water systems that often have chronic water quality or
quantity issues. These systems are located in northern Mansfield in areas proximate to the
University’s Main and Depot campuses. The document also identified as potential sources of
water supply two of the interconnections and several of the potential wellfields evaluated in the
subject EIE,

The Town of Mansfield's 2002 Water Supply Plan summarized projected new water demands,
including developable land as well as small public water systems that were considered candidates
for an expanded Universify or municipal water supply. The discussion was categorized into
Existing andfor Commitied UConn Water Service and Areas Not Served by UConn Water System.

The existing and/or committed University service areas in the 2002 Water Supply Plan include:

= The North Campus area

= The Storrs Center project area

®  Additional University housing

* Holinko Apartments

» North Eagleville Road/King Hill Road planned business area
" The Depot Campus

Outlying areas of potential water demand that the University did not commit to serving with its
potable water system inciuded residential areas, existing community water systems, and
potentially developable land that are proximal to the University system.

Town of Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Developmeni

The Town of Mansfield adopted ifs most recent Plan of Conservation and Development in 2006.
The policies and programs contained therein were reviewed to determine whether the potential
sources of water supply would be consistent with the plan. The Plan of Conservation and
Development is relatively specific and provides significantly more commentary and guidance for
water system expansion and usage as compared to many municipal plans. It calls for encouraging
“appropriately located higher-density development by expanding existing sewer and public water
services where appropriafe” but stresses the need for environmentally appropriate limitations to
water supply. To that end, the plan recommends "working with the University of Connecticut,
the Town of Windham, and State officials to plan, fund, and construct appropriate expansions of
existing sewer and water systems."
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The Four Corners area is specifically identified in Mansficld's Plan of Conservation and
Development as a redevelopment area. Policy Goal #1, Objective "a" of the POCD calls on the
town to "support initiaiives to document surface and groundwater quality and public health
issues in the Four Corners area and to seek State and Federal funding to extend public sewer and
waler services to this area.” Tt forther notes that this effort is of “immediate importance" and
must be coordinated with the University and other pertinent agencies. Objective "c" of Policy
Goal #1 notes that the Four Corners area is a priority mixed-use development area.

The University of Connecticul Water Supply Plan

For certain regulated water utilities in Connecticut, water supply plans must be completed in
accordance with Section 25-32d of the Connecticut General Statutes (CGS) and Section 25-32d
of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies (RCSA), as may be updated from time to time.
These regulations and the supporting statutes recognize that planning is a critical management
activity of all water utilities. The principal goals of water system planning as defined by the DPH
are to: (1) ensure an adequate quantity of pure drinking water now and in the future; (2) ensure
orderly growth of the system; and (3) make efficient use of available resources.

The University is statutorily defined as a constituent unit of higher education pursuant to CGS
Chapters 185 and 185b and not a "water company" as set forth in CGS Section 25-32a.
Nevertheless, the University operates a public water system and views the Water Supply Plan as
integral to planning for a safe and adequate water supply system for the foreseeable future. The
University completed its most recent plan update in May 2011 and submitted it to DPH for
approval. That document has been reviewed in light of the proposed regional water supply
interconnection relative to its consistency with policies, programs, and planned projects of the
University.

The University has a variety of existing and future demands that it has committed to serving,
including the North Campus Technology Park, Siorrs Center, the North Eaglevilie Road/King Hill
Road planned business area, and the Depot Cainpus, As demonsirated in the most recent Fater
Supply Plan, the University's ability to serve those demands while maintaining a 15% MOS is
adversely affected during higher demand months due to restrictions in available water. The Warer |
Supply Plan outlines several potential alternatives to increase MOS in the short term, including 5
limited utilization of Fenton Well D and the construction of a reclaimed water facility.

Intermediate and long-term demands will need to be met through interconnections or new sources

of supply that can provide 0.32 mgd to 0.72 mgd to the University in order to maintain a MOS of

1.15 through the year 2060, a value of 0.5 mgd for new water was used in the 2011 Wafer Supply

Plan for planning purposes. This need, in conjunction with potential water demands identified in

the town of Mansfield, led in part to the decision to undertake the subject EIE.

As noted in the University's 2011 Water Supply Plan, several of the committed demand areas
presented in the 2002 Town of Mansfield Water Supply Plan have been incorporated into the
University's service area over the past 10 years. Note the following;:

" Many new University housing projects have been completed, including Hilltop Apartments,
Charter Oak Apartments, and Charter Oak Suites. New University housing formerly
proposed to be located at or west of Northwood Apartments is no longer proposed.
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®  Holinko Apartments is how serviced by the University water system.
=  The Storrs Center project is currently under construction.

= The FEIS has been approved for the extension of North Hillside Road in association with the
new Technology Park. Implementation of this project is expected to occur within the next
five years.

» Redevelopment or new development on some sections of the Depot Campus have occurred
and will continue during the next five years.

= While the North Eagleviile Road/King Hill Road planned business area currently has no
redevelopment plan, this could occur at any thne.,

The Connecticut Water Conipany Water Supply Plan

The CWC prepared its most recent water supply plan for the Northern Operations region in 2006.
This document has been reviewed in light of a regional water supply inferconnection relative to
its consistency with policies, programs, and planned projects of CWC. In Sections 2.3
(Interconnections), 4.3 (Future Service Areas), and 5.2 (System Improvements), CWC's water
supply plan notes the need for an interconnection between its Western System in Tolland and the
University of Connecticut system "within the next five years" to help the University ineet peak
demands, provide critical supply redundancy, and provide potable water to additional areas of
Mansfield, In Sections 2.3 (Interconnections) and 4,3 (Future Service Areas), the water supply
plan identifies the need to permanently address chronic supply issues in northwestern Mansfield.

Coincident with the University’s individual water supply plan submittal in May 2011, DPH
requested additional information from CWC fo evaluate future margins of safety in the Northern
Region's Western System. In October 2011, CWC completed an update to its Northern
Operations Western System Water Supply Plan and submitted it to DPH for approval. Water
supply projections were updated through Qctober 2011,

The Metropolitan District Commission Water Supply Plan

The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) prepared its most recent water supply plan in
2008. This document has been reviewed in light of a regional water supply interconnection
relative to its consistency with policies, programs, and planned projects of the MDC. Although
the plan includes a detailed discussion about interconnections in Section I11-C, potential future
service to the University and Mansfield is not included or discussed in the plan. Instead, Section
VIII-A states that "The District does not af this time anticipate extension of the water distribution
system oulside this fexclusive service areal boundary. The District would work with the {Upper
Connecticut River] Water Utility Coordinating Conunitiee in determining additional future
services areas that it might advantageously serve"
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The Windham Water Works Water Supply Plan

WWW completed its most recent Water Supply Plan update and submitted it to DPH for approval
in February 2009. Comments were received from DPH in June 2011, and the plan was revised in
September 2011. This document and DPH's comments have been reviewed in light of a regional
water supply interconnection relative to its consistency with policies, programs, and planned
projects of WWW.

The WWW Water Supply Plan states that an interconnection with the University is a possibility.
1t further notes that if any water were made available for use by the University it would be
necessary to increase the WWW treatment plant capacity and amend its diversion permit to allow
a withdrawal that maintains a 15% MOS under average day, maximum month, and peak day
conditions.

DPH commented in June 2011 that, based on the information in the Water Supply Plan, WWW
appears to be able to supply an additional 1.0 mgd and still maintain the 15% MOS except on
peak days. Treatment plant upgrades would therefore be necessary to support peak day demands
and, as such, could potentially be performed over a longer period of time. However, the
comments offered by DPH were written prior to WWW's plan revision, which was subsequently
submitted and is currently under review.

Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut

The Conservation and Development Policies Plan for Connecticut (2005-2010) (the State Plan)
provides the policy and planning framework for administrative and programmatic actions and
capital and operational investment decisions of state government. The objective of the plan is to
guide a balanced response to the current and future human, economic, and environmental needs
of the state. The plan has been consulted extensively to evaluate the consistency of the proposed
sources of water supply with the goals and policies relative to land use, growth management,
sensitive environmental resources, resource management, public investment, the economy, and
integrated planning, The pertinent guidelines and policies set forth in the plan are presented
throughout the subject EIE.

Capitol Region Plan of Conservation and Development

The Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) regional planning organization adopted
its most recent Plan of Conservation and Development in 2009, This land use plan is pertinent to
activities in the town of Tolland. The policies and programs were reviewed to ensure that a
potential water supply interconnection would be in accordance with CRCOG's conservation and
development plan. Chapter 8 of the document discusses public sewer and water service, The
plan calls for ensuring an adequate and high quality water supply primarily through partnership
with existing service providers and by supporting efforts to protect high-yield aquifer areas. The
plan suggests that member towns "use existing water and sewer infrastruciure to guide Suture
growth" and to "work with local officials and utility providers to encourage the development of
an infrasiructure system that meeis desired local and regional growth patterns."
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Windham Region Land Use Plan

The Windham Region Council of Governments (WinCOG) regional planning organization
adopted its most recent land use plan in 2010. The plan is pertinent to activities in the towns of
Coventry and Mansfield, The policies and programs were reviewed to ensure that a potential
water supply interconnection would be consistent with the ptan. In addition, WinCOG provided a
comment letter regarding the University's most recent Water Supply Plan that addresses the
potential water supply alternatives outlined in this EIE. In particular, WinCOG noted that:

»  The proposal to seek additional water to support the growth of Storrs (including the
University of Connecticut Main Campus, Downtown Storrs, and Mansfield Four Corners) is
consistent with the goals of the Windham Region Land Use Plan as the area is demarcated as
a Regional Center.

*  Development should be sensitive to water resources and public water supply recharge areas
particularly as it relates to impacts to the Fenton River and Willimantic River systeins.

= The provision of public water supply to areas not demarcated as a Regional Center may not
be consistent with the goals of the Windham Land Use Plan. Specifically, the plan does not
support the provision of water for additionat developiment activities along roadway corridors
that are designated as Rural Conservation Areas or Preservation Areas.
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12.0 SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

12.1 ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT NEED

Alternatives were evaluated in Sections 5 through 11 of this document. Feasible alternatives
must be able to:

1.

3.

Supply a safe and reliable supply of potable water in the amount of 1.23 million galions per
day (mgd) during average day demand (ADD) conditions.

Supply a safe and reliable supply of potable water in the amount of 1.93 mgd during peak day
demand (PDD) conditions.

Have the ability to expand to accommodate additional future potential on-campus growth,

Table 12.1-1 summarizes the capability of each alternative to meet the project purpose and need.

TABLE 12.1-1
Ability of Each Alternative to Meet Project Need

Able fo Able to Deliver Aﬂgz’ﬁ:ﬁ‘x;{ew
Al # Alternative Name Deliver ADD PDD of 1,93 o -
of 1.23 mgd? rgd? Addifional Future
Growth?
#1 No Action : No No No
#2 Replacement of Fenton Well A No No No
#3 Interconnection with CWC Yes Yes Yes
#4 Interconnection with MDC Yes Yes Yes
#5 Interconnection with WWW Yes Yes Yes
Development of New Groundsater .
#6 Supply along Willimantic River No No No
Development of New Groundwater
# Supply Near Mansfield Hollow Lake No No No
CWC = Connecticut Water Company

MDC = Metropolitan District Cominission
WWW = Windham Water Works

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 (interconnection with Connecticut Water Company, the Metropolitan
District Commission, and Windham Water Works, respectively) are able to meet the project
purpose need. The manner in which this can be accomplished is as follows:

Connecticut Water Company (CWC) would draw upon the Shenipsit Reservoir while
utilizing groundwater supply wells at Powder Hollow, Hunt, Preston, and other Northern
Region wells within their existing registered withdrawal rates. System improvements include
return of the Preston Wellfield to active use; recovery of registered capacity from the Powder
Hollow and Hunt Wellfiekds; and expansion of the Rockville Water Treatment Plant (WTP).
Piping extension would be required from the terminus of CWC’s system in Tolland through a
short distance in the Town of Coventry, and into Mansfield.
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*  The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) would draw upon the Barkhamsted and
Nepaug Reservoirs in the Farmington River basin within their existing registered withdrawal
rates. Piping extension would be required from the terminus of MDC’s system in East
Hartford via one of two contemplated routes. Route #4A runs through portions of
Manchester, Bolton and Coventry and then info Mansfield. Route #4B runs through portions
of Manchester, South Windsor, Vernon, Tolland, and Coventry before entering Mansfield.

- »  Windham Water Works (WWW) would draw from the Willimantic Reservoir upstream of the
lower reach of the Natchaug River. In order to reliably provide the University and the Town
of Mansfield with additional water supply while maintaining an adequate margin of safety
(MOS), WWW would require a new or modified diversion permil and a treatment plant
expansion, Additionally, WWW has indicated that removal of sediment from the Willimantic
Reservoir would be required by its Water Commission if this alterative were pursued.

12,2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A summary of potential impacts is provided below for the feasible alternatives.

12.2.1 LAND USE

Table 12.2-1 summarizes state-designated land uses and current zoning by town for the
interconnection pipeline routes. The Conservation and Development Policies Plan for
Connecticut (the State Plan) discourages provision of public water supply in areas designated as
existing preserved open space, preservation areas, conservation areas, rural lands, aquifer
protection areas, and historic areas.

The intended developments for which a new source of supply is being sought are all located
within the Town of Mansfield in areas where such development is consistent with State Plan
designations. These developments are also consistent with local zoning regulations and the Town
of Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and Development. Under all feasible aliernatives,
transmission pipeline will be laid through areas in town that pass through State Plan-designated
areas that are not intended for public water supply service (Refer to Figure 4.1-1}. In order to
address this discrepancy, the Town of Mansfield is undergoing a comprehensive and detailed
revision of its regulations and has proposed overlay zones to restrict development in areas of
public water supply such that local development is consistent with the State Plan. The proposed
overlay zones will restrict development along potential pipeline routes within the Town of
Mansfield where intense development would be inconsistent with the State Plan, local zoning
designations, and/or Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and Developiment, In this manner,
unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth can be avoided.

Secondary growth in the Towns of Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton could be affected by various
pipeline routes associated with the interconnection alternatives. These are discussed below.
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TABLE 12,2-1
State Plan Designations, Zoning, and Summary of Recommended Mitigation per Town

Town Iaterstate or Alternatives Adjacent Zoning State Plan Designations® Existing
Nante Roadway Cansidered’ Districts RC NC GA | RCC I EPOS| PA CA RL PWS? Mitigation
Mansfiefd Route 195 (northwest}  |CWC, MDC Neighborhoed Business Zone 1 : e § i X No Overlay Zone
Rural Agricultural Restdence 90 X X X X No Overlay Zone
Professicnal Office 1 X X No Overday Zone
Residence 90 X X No Overlay Zone
Flanned Business 3 No Ovetlay Zone
Baxter Road/Route 44 CWC, MDC Rural Agricultural Residence 90 X x X X No Overlay Zone
Plarmied Business 3 No Cverlay Zone
Route 44 MDC Neighborheod Business Zone 1 X No None
Rurat Agricultural Residence %0 X X X X Partial Overlay Zone
institutional Partial None
Chaffeeville Road Wy Ramral Agricultural Residence 90 X X X No Overlay Zong
Clover Mill/Maple Road |[WWW Rural Agricultural Residence 90 X X X X No Overlay Zone
Coventry Route 195 CWC, MDC Neighborhood Commercial X No None
River/Aquifer Zone X X No None
Route 44 MDC Commercial X X X No Possible Oveday Zone
Professionat Office X X No Possible Overlay Zone
Commercial/Agricultural X X X No Pessible Overlay Zone
Geneiaf Residentat Zone 80 X X X X No Possible Overlay Zone
Gengral Residential Zone 40 X X X No Possible Overlay Zone
River/Aquifer Zone X X No Possible Overay Zone
Tolfand 184 MDC Commerciallndustriat X Yes None
‘Foiland Business Park X Yes Nong
Residential Design District X X X X No Possible Qverlay Zone
RDD-Nat. Resowurce & Wildlife X X X { No Passible Qverlay Zone
Tolland Village Area Yes None
Gateway Design District Yes None
Route 195 CWC, MDC Gateway Design District Yes None
Neighborhood Commercial Yes Possible Overlay Zone
Residential Design District X X X No Possible Overlay Zone
RBD-Nat. Resource & Wildlife X X X No Possible Overlay Zone
Belton 1-38¢ MDC Residential 1 X X X No Possible Reg. Amendment
Residential 2 X No None
Industrial X No None
General Business X No None
Route 44 MBC Residential 1 X X X No Neag
Residential 2 X No None
Residential 3 X X X No None
Industeial X No None
General Business X X X Ne None
Vemon I-84 MbC Commerciat X X Partial None
Single-Family Residential R-27 X X X X Partial None
Planned Residential Development Yes Noae
Special Econemic Development Parlial None
Industrial X X Yes None
Planned Brevelopment - Exit 67 X X Yes Neone
Manchester -84 MDC Rural Residence X Yes Nong
Residence B Yes None
Industrial X Yes None
Planned Residential Development X Yes None
General Business X Yes None
Comprehensive Urkan Develop. Yes None
Business 5 Yes None
Residence A Yes None
Special Design Commercial Yes None
1384 MDC Industral Yes None
Rural Residence X X Partial None
General Business Yes None
Elderdy Housing Development Yes None
Business [ . Yes Noae
Business 2 Yes Neng
Residence AA X Yes None
Residence A Yes None
Residence B Yes Nong
Residence © Yes None
Pianned Residential Development Yes None
Historig Yes None
[South Windsar _ J1.64 MDC findustrial Yes ] Nome
Notes 1. CWC = The Connecticut Water Company 2. State Plan Designations:
MDC = The Metropolitan District RC Regional Center
WAWW = Windham Water Works NC Neighborhood Conservation
GA Growth Area
RCC Rural Community Center
EPOS Existing Preserved Opsn Space
PA Preservation Area
CA Conservation Area
RL Rural Lands i
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Alternative 3 — CWC Interconnection

The CWC system in Tolland has a terminus on Route 195 on the north side of Interstate 84.
Under this alternative, water mains would be installed beneath existing roads in Tolland,
Coventry, and Mansfield to interconnect the CWC water system with the University’s system,
Existing and potential future land uses as well as the potential for secondary development have
been evaluated for this alternative. Potential land use impacts in Tolland and Coventry are
described below.

Land Uses in Tolland

Approximately 1.6 miles of pipeline would traverse Route 195 in the town of Tolland in areas
that do not currently have access to public water supply (Refer to Figure 3.4-1). Public water
service is currently available through the town of Toltand on Anthony Road and the portion of
Route 195 northwest of Anthony Road. Therefore, risk for induced development in this area as a
result of a future CWC supply o the University and Mansfield is low. Public water service is not
currently available in the Residential Design District (RDD) and RDD-Natural Resource and
Wildlife Protection Area district located southeast of Anthony Road. As such, these areas may be
vulnerable to induced development if a water main were to become available with excess capacity
to supply individual propertics. However, development potential is limited. Note the following:

= Most of the parcels on the eastern side of Route 195 are relatively small and developed with
single family homes. These are unlikely to be redeveloped.

= The parcel containing Norwegian Woods has additional room for expansion, Expansion of
multi-family/moderate-density residential on this parcel is consistent with Tolland’s future
land use plan in its Plan of Conservation and Development.

" The large parcel between Norwegian Woods and Dimock Road is preserved as open space
and is therefore uniikely to be developed.

*  Many small parcels with existing single family homes are located along the west side of
Route 195. These are unlikely to be redeveloped.

= Seven or eight large parcels on the west side of Route 195 have development potential.
These are located on the eastern side of Cassidy Hill and support many wetlands and Clark
Brook, thus developable land is limited. The “Future Land Use Plan” in Tolland’s Plan of
Conservation and Development denotes this area as “low-density residential.”

If public water is made available along Route 195 in Tolland, additional development could
cceur, However, given the limited amount of potentially developable land area, secondary
growth impacts, if they occur, are not anticipated to be significant.

Land Use in Coventry

Route 195 fraverses a small portion of the Town of Coventry, approximately one-quarter mile in
length (Refer to Figure 3.4-2). The road passes through a State-designated Conservation Area
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with a small adjacent Preservation Area (Refer to Figure 4.1-4). Ideally, local zoning
designations should support the intended density and character of development reflected in the
State Plan, When local zoning is not consistent, a departure in the type and density of
development can occur. The Coventry Plan of Conservation and Development and zonhing map
are in conflict with both the State Plan and the Windham Council of Governments (WinCOG)
Land Use Plan where Route 195 traverses the town.

Parcels located in the area of the CWC pipeline segment along Route 195 (11 and 12A) and on
Jones Crossing Road (12B) in Coventry are described below:

" The parcels denoted as a Special Planning Area (Neighborhood Commercial) are cwirently
developed with single family homes. It is possible that with the provision of public water,
these areas could be redeveloped into a more intense land use. The recent rezone to
Neighborhood Commercial would allow a hotel, a use that the town is believed to support.

"  The large parcel associated with the Storrs Community Church is primarily located in the 1%
annual chance floodplain of the Willimantic River such that subdivision of this parcel would
not result in significant development or changes in community demographics.

* The large parcel located between Jones Crossing Road and Route 195 is also in the 1% annual
chance floodplain such that subdivision of this parcel would not result in significant development,
Similarly, the large parcel on the south side of Jones Crossing Road leading to the river cutrrently
supports a home and agriculture use. Limited development potential exists there,

*  The 60.9-acre parcel west of Jones Crossing Road slopes steeply to the west and northwest up
Cassidy Hill. Development of this parcel would be difficult. It is located in a General
Residential Zone (GR-80), which is low density residential zone. A variety of residential uses
would be allowable through Special Permit.

None of the above parcels have public sewer service. If public water is made available along
Route 195 in Coventry, additional development could occur. However, this is a smait land area
and secondary growth impacts, if they occur, are anticipated to be limited.

Alternative 4 — MDC Intercomiection

The Metropolitan District Commission (MDC) public water system in East Hartford could be
extended through various pipeline routing alternatives to supply the University and the Town of
Mansfield (Refer to Figure 3.5-2). An interconnection with MDC has the potential to affect land
uses in the towns through which the potential pipeline routes occur.

Two pipeline routes are possible to provide water from MDC’s system in East Hartford. The first
would run from East Hartford, through Manchester, Bolton, and Coventry to Mansfield (Routing
#4A). Land arcas in East Hartford and Manchester are currently served by public water along the
affected pipeline segments such that impacts to land use are not expected. Potential impacts to
Bolton and Coventry are described below.

University of Connecticut - Potential Sources of Water Supply
CEPA Environmental Impact Evaluation

November 2012 72-5 ’/;\\ MILONE &MACBROOM”



Land Uses in Bolton

Potential pipeline routing through Bolton runs along Interstate 384 for approximately 1.6 miles
and then along Route 44 for another 1.6 miles (Refer to Figure 3.5-2). The majority of land along
the [-384 corridor is zoned residential, Single-family residential development already covers
much of these areas, but a few large undeveloped parcels are present, especially between the
Manchester town line and Route 85. Bolton’s Plan of Conservation and Development clearly
calls for the rural residential character of the town to remain intact inn areas that are not located
along Route 44 and Route 6.

From its junction with Interstate 384 and eastward, Route 44 passes through State-designated
Rural Lands and Conservation Areas, with some adjacent Preservation Areas and Existing
Preserved Open Space (Refer to Figure 4.1-1).

The Town of Bolton has a strong vision for Route 44 and clearly desires the extension of water
and sewer systems (o support business and related development. As noted in the town’s Plan of
Conservation and Development, the current State Plan conflicts with Bolton’s intended
management of the Roule 44 corridor, The Capital Region Plan of Conservation and
Development designates the entire Route 44 corridor in Bolton as a “Municipal Focus Area” with
Middle Intensity Development designated along the roadway.

The presence of the water main is expected to enabie the Town of Bolton to encourage specific
types of mixed-use, commercial, and industrial developments along Route 44. In addition to
commercial development, it is possible that several hundred residential parcels could develop in
new mixed-use or residential developments along Route 44. Along Interstate 384, several large
parcels zoned as R-1 and R-2 are located adjacent to the State right-of-way along the pipeline
route such that these areas could be served by a water main even with access to these areas
occurring from a road other than the highway, Potential residential development adjacent to
Interstate 384 could increase local population up to 500 people if parcels were fully developed,
with additional population increases realized via potential residential and mixed-use
developments along Route 44.

Land Uses in Coveniry

Route 44 passes through mainly state-designated Rural Lands and Conservation Areas in the
Town of Coventry. The intersection of Route 44 with Main Street/Grant Hill Road is surrounded
by a small area designated as a Rural Community Center. Very small Preservation Area
designations cross Route 44 along watercourses. One Existing Preserved Open Space designation
is located on the north side of Route 44 between North River Road and Carpenter Road; this is
the Manchester Coon and Fox Club land.

Although Rural Lands and Conservation Areas comprise most of the corridor, a subtle distinction
can be made between lands west of the Rural Community Center and lands to the east. West of
the Rural Community Center, a higher percentage of the land is designated as Conservation Area.
East of the Rural Community Center, a higher percentage of the land is designated as Rurat
Lands. However, for the purpose of evaluating future development as a result of public water
supply, all three designations (Rural, Rural Community Center, and Conservation) are addressed
in the same manner. State policy is to avoid extension of water systems in these areas.
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While installation of water fransmission piping through conservation areas is not necessarily at
odds with the State Plan, water service off such a line is not consistent with the Plan designations
in Coventry along the entire 5.4 mile pipeline corridor. The pipeline under MDC routing scenario
#4A passes residentially-developable parcels that if fully developed could increase the population
of Coventry by approximately 400 people.

The second MDC interconnection pipeline route would run from East Hartford, through
Manchester, a very short segment in South Windsor, Vernon, Tolland, and Coventry to Mansfield
(Routing #4B). East Hartford, Manchester, South Windsor and Vernon are currently served by
public water along the affected pipeline segment such that impacts to land use are not expected.
Potential impacts for Tolland adjacent to Interstate 84 are described below.

Land Uses in Tolland

Routing scenario #4B crosses a similar area of Tolland as the CWC alternative described above
for areas south of Interstate 84 on Route 195. This analysis realized relatively minimal impacts to
land use and potential for secondary development from a potential pipeline through the area.
Areas located adjacent to Interstate 84 must also be considered under the MDC alternative. These
include:

*  Five undeveloped or partially-developed parcels north of Loehr Road on the south side of
Interstate 84 total 17.4 acres. These parcels could potentially be developed into single family
homes,

® A 29.4-acre parcel located north of Interstate 84 west of an impoundinent of Chapin Meadow
Brook caused by the highway. The Tolland Plan of Conservation and Development identifies
most of the developable area of this parcel as a medium open space priority.

® Three undeveloped or partially-developed parcels (totaling 55.2 acres) north of Metcalf Road
and west of Cider Mill Road on the south side of Interstate 84.

If development occurred on these parcels in response to the availability of pubic water,
population could increase by several hundred in Tolland.

Summary

The potential for provision of water supply in areas that would be inconsistent with the State Plan
is much greater for MDC routing scenario #4A. Routing scenario #4A traverses more than three
miles through rural Bolton and over five miles within the Town of Coventry that are currently
designated as Rural, Preservation, and Conservation lands. Routing scenario #4B would occur
along Interstate 84 in Tolland, thus somewhat more remote from adjacent, potentially developable
residential land and with fewer conflicts with the State Plan.

Alternative 5§ — WWW Interconnection

Transmission mains under the WWW interconnection alternative will be limited to areas within
the Town of Mansfield. As indicated above, the Town of Mansfield is undergoing a
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comprehensive and detailed revision of its regulations and has proposed an overlay zone to
restrict development in areas of public water supply such that local development is consistent
with the State Plan. In this manner, unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth can be avoided.
As such, conflicts with the State Plan are believed to be resolved,

12.2.2 WATER RESOURCES

Impacts to source waters will vary depending on the selected alternative:

*  Provision of water from CWC would draw upon the Shenipsit Reservoir while the Powder
Hollow, Hunt, Preston, and other Northern Region wells will offset some of the treated water
from Shenipsit that is distributed to the west and north. While system improvements are
proposed, no new sources would be developed under this alternative and withdrawal rates
would largely not exceed historic withdrawals. Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated, as
they are today, through continued releases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum
River, to be supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut’s
streamflow regulations.

= Provision of water from MDC would draw upon the Barkhamsted and Nepaug Reservoirs in
the Farmington River basin. Withdrawals would not exceed existing registered rates, and
source and treatment plant improvements are not proposed. MDC is nof required to release
water under Connecticut’s sireamflow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage
releases from the West Branch Farmington River reservoirs,

®  Provision of water from WWW would draw upon the Willimantic Reservoir upstream of the
Natchaug River. A new or moditied diversion permit would be needed as well as removal of
sediment from the reservoir to maintain adequate water quality. WWW operates its source of
supply as a run-of-the-river withdrawal rather than relying on reservoir storage. Mitigation
could take the form of increasing releases from Mansfield Hollow Lake by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, although this is beyond the control of the University, Town of Mansfield,
or WWW,

No direct impacts are expected to bceur to surface water or groundwater as a result the
installation of water mains and pipelines. The integrity of bridges and culverts will not be
compromised, as water mains will be primarily installed using directional drilling or attached to
bridges.

12.2.3 SOCIOECONOMICS

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Manstield is expected to
have a positive impact on the local and regional socioeconomic horizon through creation of direct
new employment on campus as well as indirect and induced job creation off campus, The Town
of Mansfield and its neighboring communities are well positioned to absorb any incremental
increase in population and housing demand resuiting from new water supply, even with the land
use controls that will be enacted to limit development along the pipeline route in Mansfield.
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12.2.4 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield is consistent
with current community services. The burden on municipal and University emergency services
personnel is not expected to increase significantly.

12.2.5 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Mansfield will enable additional
development on-campus as well as in portions of northern Mansfield in areas proximate to the
University’s Main and Depot campuses and Agronomy Farm. On-campus development will be
congruent with the architecture and building heights throughout the campus. Any off-campus
development within the Town of Mansficld will be guided by local regulations relative to
aesthetics and will require approval through Mansfield’s Planning & Zoning Commission.
Additionally, the aesthetics of pumping stations and storage tanks will need to be sited and
designed such that they are congruent with the aesthetic character of the surrounding area.

12.2.6 PuBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICES

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will increase
the capacity of the University’s water system. Benefits to small community, non-transient non-
community, and transient non-community water systems will be realized through
interconnections or direct connection to new pipelines. However, the furtherance of duplicative
water service in the State (specifically in Manchester, South Windsor, Vernon, and Tolland for
the MDC interconnection) is contrary to the State’s statutory obligation for coordinated water
supply planning. The same issue is not problematic where CWC would utilize a section of the
water main owned by the Town of Tolland.

Significant adverse impacts to storm sewer, electric, gas, telephone, and cable services are not
anticipated.

12.2.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Where pipeline is installed outside of previously disturbed public rights-of-way, sensitivity to
historic or archeological resources is possible along pipeline routes in Mansfield, Tolland,
Coventry, and Bolton, In such instances, site-specific investigations will be undertaken in
consultation with state and local entities such that impacts to cultural resources are avoided or
minimized to acceptable levels,

12.2.8 TRAFFIC, TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will cause
temporary impacts to fraffic, as water mains will be installed in state and town roadways. No
permanent impacts to traffic will occur. Individual development that occurs as a result of the
availability of a source of public water supply will require site-specific review through local
approval processes and, where applicable, through the Connecticut Office of State Traffic
Administration (OSTA).
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12.2.9 FLOOD HAZARD POTENTIAL

Installation of pipelines will have minimal impacts where they cross special flood hazard areas
(SFHAS), as piping and appurtenances will be below grade.

12.2.10 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT

The majority of pipeline installation will occur where roads are currently paved and therefore do
not support significant biological communities, Best practices will be undertaken to minimize
disturbances fo adjacent biological resources. Protection of fishery resources and fish habitats
will be of paramount importance for all of the alternatives.

For the WWW atternative, increased withdrawals from the Willimantic Reservoir may adversely
affect riffle and run habitats downstream of the reservoir in the Natchaug River. Removal of
sediment from the Willimantic Reservoir will likely impact some wetland vegetation, although
ihe extent and length of such impact can only be evaluated following a specific proposal for
excavation. Based upon similar projects undertaken at other Connecticut Reservoirs, sediment
excavation can be achieved without unacceptable impacts to wetlands or fisheries.

12.2.11 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

No significant changes will occur to the physical environment as a result of provision of water to
the University and Mansfield. Significant modifications to area topography are not contemplated.

12.2.12 AIR QUALITY

The provision of additional water supply to the University and Town of Mansfield will not
significantly impact air qualily in the Town of Mansfield or the region, Numerous controls are
proposed for minimizing short-term construction related impacts to air quality from fugitive dust
and other pollutant emissions.

12.2,13 NOISE QUALITY

Minor temporary noise impacts are anticipated during construction of the water pipeline. The
majority of construction activities will occur in the daylight hours to minimize noise impacts.
New pumping stations for the CWC, MDC, and WWW alternatives will become localized
sources of noise, although such noise will be minimal.

12.2.14 SOLID WASTE AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MATERIALS
Other than temporary construction and demolition-related impacts, minimal impacts related to

solid waste and hazardous materials are expected as a result of provision of water to the
University and Mansfield.
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12.2.15 ENERGY RESOURCES

Increases in energy usage would occur for all of the feasible alternatives. For the CWC
interconnection alternative, energy will be used to withdraw additional groundwater from wells in
the Western System, filter and treat additional water at the Rockville WTP, and pump water
through the pipeline. For the MDC interconnection alternative, energy will be used to filter and
treat additional water at the West Hartford and Bloomfield WTPs and to pump water through a
series of pumping stations along the pipeline. For the WWW alternative, energy will be used to
filter and treat additional water at the WTP and pump water through the pipeline.

Systems that are more proximal and at higher elevations (CWC and WWW) will use less energy
than systems that are distant and at lower elevations (MDC). The periods of peak water demand
at the University (late August and early September), and hence peak electrical demand for
pumping and treating, does not typically coincide with peak Statewide electrical demand
(typically July). Energy usage will also increase where additional water allows development;
however, these are not anticipated to be regionally significant,

12.2.16 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental impact of the proposed action when
added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts
associated with the feasible alternatives include the following:

"  Additional groundwater and/or surface water supply withdrawals;

= Interbasin transfers of water;

* Formation of additional disinfection byproducts in treated water due fo higher water ages
along pipelines;

* Additional water mains within roadways;

® Incremental energy demands; and

® Additional development due to expansion of public water systems.

Cumulative impacts are most likely for the alternatives that cause further diminution of flows in
nearby watercourses, such as the WWW interconnection. On the other hand, CWC and MDC
have a greater ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs, and the
cumulative impacts will be minimized.

12.2.17 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Certain adverse impacts associated with provision of water to the University and Mansfield are
unavoidable. Delivery of water to the University and Mansfield from CWC, MDC, or WWW
will constitute an interbasin transfer of water and resulting loss of water from local donor basins;
this cannot be avoided. The CWC and MDC alternatives would involve transfers of water from
the Connecticut River major basin whereas the WWW alternative would involve the transfer of
water within the Thames River major basin. CWC and MDC are capable of managing releases to
downstream watercourses. WWW does not have such capabilities because it operates a run-of-
the-river dam.
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The project will andergo a construction phase wherein additional equipment will be utilized.
Mitigation measures have been identified with respect to associated short-term air and noise
quality. However, a certain degree of additional truck and equipment use and access will be
necessary during this time period, which is unavoidable, Potential soil erosion and sedimentation
impacts will be largely mitigated through proper construction management techniques.

Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts are possible along some of the pipelines, especially
in the rural communities of Tolland, Bolton, Coventry, and Mansfield. These unaveidable
adverse impacts could be mitigated by local land use regulations and zoning, with the Town of
Mansfield considered most equipped and well-positioned fo directly address the risks for
development along pipelines, By virtue of the shorter potential pipelines, the CWC and WWW
alternatives present a lesser degree of risk than the MDC alternative.

No other unavoidable adverse environmental impacts have been identified.

12.2.18 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

The construction of any of the inferconnection altermatives will utilize nonrenewable resources
during the construction and implementation (i.e., construction supplies, fuel, personnel time, etc.).
Since these resources cannot be reused, they are considered to be irreversibly and irvetrievably
committed. Specifically, these include the following actions:

® (learing;

®  Access road construction;

= Installation of water mains to connect to the University and Mansfield; and
= Installation of associated infrastructure, treatment plant expansions, etc.

12.3 OPPORTUNITIES FOR MITIGATION

Mitigation measures have been identified throughout this document. Table 12.3-1 provides a
summary of mitigation opportunities. Additional discussion follows,
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TABLE 12.3-1
Opportunities for Mitigation

Mitigation Opportunities —_Alternative
3 4 S
CWC MDC WWW

Actively manage releases to rivers Jocated downsiream of reservoirs Yes Yes No
Implementation of overlay zones to reduce future development densities Yes Yes Yes
Coordination with various local departments, commissions, and committees

. . Yes Yes Yes
regarding proposed pipelines
Pipeline (!351gns that hzf}ng pipe on bridges or include directional drilling to Yes Yes Yes
prevent direct wetland impacts
Construction occurring in the summiner whenever possible to minimize traffic

Yes Yes Yes

impacts near the University

Perforiing a biological survey for endangered, threatened, or special concern

species during the design phase to establish buffers and construction thmetables Yes Yes Yes
to minimize the impact to these species
Adherence to ment practices to miti i s fo ater

d to best manage t practi figate mmpact stormw, Yes Yes Yes
runoff
Performance of constructi tivities during daylight h pinimi ise
k O truction activities during daylight hours to n 7€ no Yes Ves Yes
nipacts
Reduction of water age, mixing in tanks, and blending with groundwater (the

. o s A Yes Yes Yes

University’s or otherwise) to reduce DBPs
Provide benefits such as emergency inferconnections with other water utilities No Yes No
where pipelines are contrary to exclusive service areas
Provide emergency interconnection with Tolland’s municipal water system Yes Yes No

12.3.1 SECONDARY GROWTH MITIGATION

The Town of Mansfield is undergoing a comprehensive and detailed revision of its regulations
and has proposed an overlay zone to restrict development in areas of public water supply such
that focal development is consistent with the state plan. Refer to Section 4.1.3 for details. The
proposed overlay zone will restrict development within potential pipeline areas for the purpose of
controlling unwanted or unanticipated secondary growth.

Secondary growth mitigation is possible in other communities where potential pipeline routes
traverse land that, were it developed as a direct result of the availability of public water supply,
would be contrary to the State Plan, local planning and zoning designations, or local plans of
conservation and development. This is the case in Tolland, Coventry, and Bolton; however, those
communities have not committed to such protections at this time. In the case of Coventry and
Bolton, discrepancies exist between the community’s local vision and the State Plan such that
mitigation through development protections may not have local support,

12.3.2 FISHERIES IMPACT MITIGATION

Under the CWC interconnection alternative, Shenipsit Reservoir withdrawals would be mitigated,
as they are today, through continued refeases from the Shenipsit Reservoir to the Hockanum
River, to be supplanted in the future with releases that are consistent with Connecticut’s
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streamflow regulations. For the MDC interconnection aiternative, MDC is not required to release
water under Connecticut’s streamflow regulations; however, MDC will continue to manage
releases from the West Branch Farmington River reservoirs in accordance with various
agreements, Under the WWW interconnection alternative, mitigation could take the form of
additional releases from Mansfield Holiow Lake by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although
this is beyond the control of the University, Town of Mansfield, or WWW. Overall, CWC and
MDC have a greater ability to actively mitigate for diminution of flows below their reservoirs.

12.3.3 AIR POLLUTION MITIGATION

The use of air pollution devices on construction equipment and other forms of controls that
reduce the impact from fugitive dust emissions will be utilized during this project to minimize
impacts to air quality. The proper phasing of construction will further minimize the length of
time that soil remains exposed to wind and water. Activities will be conducted in accordance
with proper protocols and regulations, and no washings will be directed to storm drainage.

Primary short-term air quality concerns relate to construction activities and their potential to
generate fugitive dust and mobile source emissions. Such sources of dust are aftributed to
construction vehicle disturbance during hauling, loading, dumping, excavation, and bulldozing on
any areas of the proposed development. Meteorological conditions and the intensity of the activities
as well as soil moisture content also govern the extent to which particles will become airborne.

Various methods of controlling fugitive dust include the use of water or welting agenis on exposed
soil and gravel areas, periodic sweeping and daily rinsing of truck tires, and proper maintenance of
portable generators, on-site machinery, and vehicles. Additionally, the following best

management practices will be incorporated as appropriate in the construction phase of this project:

» Minimization of exposed erodible earth area

= Stabilization of exposed earth with grass, pavement, or other cover as early as possible

»  Application of a stabilizing agent to the work areas and haul roads

»  Covering, shielding, or stabilizing stockpiled material as necessary

»  Use of covered haul trucks

= Rinsing construction equipment during the incidental transport of soil froin unpaved to paved
surfaces to minimize drag-out

Even well-maintained trucks and other construction equipment typically emit small amounts of
pollutants such as nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, and carbon monoxide related to internal
combustion or diesel engines. Proper maintenance of portable generators, on-site machinery, and
vehicles is, thus, important to reduce the potential for higher smoke emissions associated with
improperly operating equipment. Contractors will be responsible for maintaining all construction
equipment and will be required to comply with the university's Environmental, Health, and Safety
Policies, Regulations, and Rudes for Construction, Service, and Maintenance Confractors manual
dated Febiuary 18, 2010.

Off-site tracking oceurs when residual soil particles are displaced from consiruction sites onto
higher traffic roadways and then become both airborne and waterborne. These measures will also
control dust from exposed soil or gravel areas to further minimize airborne particulate natter.
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12.4 CERTIFICATES, PERMITS AND APPROVALS

The proposed project will be subject to environmental certificates, permits, and approvals listed
in Table 12.4-1 below. Additional permits or approvals may be identified by review agencies
during the design process.

TABLE 12.4-1
List of Potentially Required Construction Permits

Permit/Approval Reviewing Authority
Water Diversion Permit CT DEEP
401 Water Quality Certificate CT DEEP
Flood Management Certification CT DEEP
Inland Wetlands Permit CT DEEP
Stonmwater Permit CT DEEP
Construction Dewatering Permit CT DEEP
Hydrostatic Discharge Pressure Testing Wastewater Permit CT DEEP
Section 404 Permit USACE
Encroachment Permiis CT DOT
Railroad crossing permit RailAmerica, In¢.
Pumping stations Comnecticut DPH
Storage tanks Comnecticut DPH
Treatment plant improvements Connecticut DPH
Sale of Excess Water Pemmits Connecticut DPH
Water main extensions Connecticut DPH
Building Permits for Pumping Stations Various Municipalities
Town Road Work Permits Various Municipalities

12.5 SCHEDULE

Table 12.5-1 presents an anticipated timeline for the feasible alternatives. Overall project
durations are as follows:

" CWOC IUEICONNECTION. o1 eveet e crretrere s et crss e e e se s b abesesbesssts e st essmsnen e aranseaeeees 3 years
T MDC INICICONNECHOM. ccetveieecerir i iariateeeeieraes e eee s rerres s e st st et abeesseesenseseasemee e eesmssenessesarsen 4.5 years
T WWW INerCONNECHON.. ittt e er b e ssan s b s b bt ses e e ene 3 years

To provide for a uniform schedule for each feasible alternative, differences in pipeline routing
scenarios have not been taken into account. For each alternative, the assumption is that the least-
cost scenario has been selected. Furthermore, all of the pipeline costs include five months of
shut-down for the period of November through March when paving is suspended.

The longest construction schedule (70 weeks for an MDC pipeline) includes two five-month shut-
downs, whereas the CWC and WWW pipelines include one five-month shut-down.
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The Town of Mansfield has already begun the process of modifying land use regulations and
zoning. Although the Town’s broader planning effort will continue through 2015, the land use
regulation revisions and overlay zoning will likely be in place by 2014. As such, all of the
timelines depict a 12-month schedule “remaining” for the land use mitigation in Mansfield. This
is consistent with an EIE approval by OPM in 2013.

Additional assumptions and discussion are provided below.

CWC Interconnection

A 36-month schedule is estimated. Important assumptions include:

» Improvements to the Powder Hollow Wellfield will have been completed before the timeline
begins, as these improvements are currently underway.

*  Design and permitting/approvals would commence immediately for the Hunt Wellfield
improveiments, Rockville WTP, and the pipeline with related improvements to pumping and
pressure reduction. The approvals included in this timing may include the following from
DPH: well site approval for the Hunt Wellfield improvements, treatment plant approval for
the Rockville WTP package plant, water main approval for the pipeline, and pumping station
approval for the Tolland pumping station upgrade.

®  Construction at the Hunt Welifield would commence immediately following design and the
site-specific DPH approvals,

®  The water diversion permit application and sale of excess water application would be filed with
the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CT DEEP) and the
Connecticut Departient of Public Health (DPH), respectively, at the end of the pipeline design.
This timing is necessary, as the designs could be incorporated into the permit applications.

*  Construction of the Rockville WTP package plant, pipeline, and Toffand pumping station
upgrades would be deferred to the completion of the water diversion permit and sale of
excess water permit processes,

MDC Interconnection

A 53-month schedule js estimated, Important assumptions include:

*= Design and permitting/approvals would commence immediately for the pipeline, pumping
stations, and pressure-reducing station. The approvals included in this timing may include
the following from DPH: water main approval for the pipeline, pumping station approvals,
and treatment system approvals for the re-chlorination stations installed at pumping stations.

* The sale of excess water permitting process would occur paraliel with the year-long design
process.

*  The water diversion permit application would be filed with CT DEEP toward the end of the
design process. This timing is necessary, as the design could be incorporated into the permit
application.

*  Construction of the pipeline and pumping stations would be deferred to the completion of the
water diversion permit process,
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WWW Interconnection

A 36-month schedule is estimated. Important assumptions include:

12.6

Design and permitting/approvals would commence immediately for the WTP expansion and
the pipeline with related improvements to pumping. The approvals included in this timing
may include the following from DPH: treatment plant approval for the expansion and water
main approval for the pipeline.
Design and permitting/approvals may start at any time during the initial years for the new
tank and pumping station. The approvals included in this timing may include the following

from DPH: pumping station approval and storage tank approval.

Design would commence immediately for the dredging of the Willimantic Reservoir and
securing the necessary approvals from CT DEEP and DPH. The pernitting process for
hydraulic dredging is more rapid than the permitting process for sediment excavation through
mechanical means, but a fill year has been provided for permitting combined with design
regardless of the selected method,
Revision of the Natchaug River instream flow study would commence immediately along
with the design processes described above.
Immediately following the revision of the instream flow study, and toward the end of the

design processes for the WTP expansion and pipeline, the water diversion permit applications
and sale of excess water application would be filed with CT DEEP and DPH, respectively.

This timing is necessary, as the designs could be incorporated into the permit applications.
Sediment removal would commence immediately following its associated design and permitting.
Construction of the WTP expansion, pipeline, tank, and pumping station would be deferred to
the completion of the water diversion permit and sale of excess water permit processes.

COSTS AND BENEFITS

Table 12.6-1 presents a summary of capital costs associated with the feasible alternatives, as well
as a normalized cost per million gallons (MQ) of water, Table 12.6-2 presents a comparison of
potential water rales for residential and commercial customers using the Public Utility Regulatory
Authority (PURA) annual household consumption value, For this analysis, commercial
customers are assimed to consume an equal amount of water as residential customers, and the
estimates include any applicable service charges (though not initial construction and connection
fees which would be borne by the consumer).

Summary of Estimated Interconnection Costs

TABLE 12.6-1

CW(C MDC WWw
Interconnection Interconnection Interconnection
Capital Cost $20,113,200 $51,276,000 $44,377,800
Normalized per MG* $10,056,600 $25,638,000 $22,188,900

*Assumes 2.0 mgd
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TABLE 12.6-2
Summary of Average Annual Water Costs to Customers

Public Water System Residential Commercial
CWC $643 $577
MDC $549 $549
WWW $371 §371
Town of Tolland 5413 $4i3
University of Connecticut $393 $393

Sources: CWC website, MDC Website, WWW, Toltand Water Commission, GConn, Tighe & Bond
Note: Tolland rates assume that an equal amount of water is used each quarter.

Although this EIE has not estimated additional energy costs for the alteratives, the water
systems that are more proximal and at higher elevations (CWC and WWW) will use less energy
than systems that are distant and at lower elevations (MDC) to move water to the University and

Mansfield.

The following positive benefits are expected to occur as a result of the construction of or
connection to additional sources of water supply:

" Increase the University water system’s MOS to above 1.15 for the 50-year planning period
while meeting the four committed demands.

" Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed expansions on the University
campus, such as the University Technology Park and redeveloped facilities at the Depot
Campus as outlined in the University of Connecticut Academic Plan that will result in an
overall improvement of the campus environment.

* Provide additional redundancy and flexibility to the University of Connecticut water system.

®  Allow for the University to reduce potential impacts to fisheries within the Willimantic and
Fenton rivers during low streamflow periods by utilizing water supply from a less sensitive

- area.

* Supply the Mansfield Four Corners area with public water supply, eliminating the need for
utilizing existing wells in a historically contaminated area and spurring redevelopment of this
area that is one of the gateways fo the University of Connecticut.

* Enable the appropriate supply of public water to proposed growth arcas identified in the
Town of Mansfield Plan of Conservation and Development.

* The potential for supply redundancy to one or more small community water systems in
Mansfield, as well as a potential increase in access to public water for adjacent residents with
low-yielding wells or wells with poor water quality.

* Temporary engineering and construction jobs related to imptementing the eventual project, as
well as additional long-term jobs in the proposed University Technology Park, the
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redeveloped buildings on the Depot Campus, and in commercial developments in Mansfield
Four Corners.

12.7 TECHNICAL, MANAGERIAL, AND FINANCIAL CAPACITIES

Numerous options are available relative to ownership of supply systems and provision of service.
Each is discussed below.

12.7.1 UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT

At present, the University owns the supply sources and transmission appurtenances, and all off-
campus connections are customers of the University. Under any of the feasible alternatives, the
University has the ability to contract with the source utility (i.e. CWC, MDC or WWW) to
purchase water for use on- or off-campus. The University has gone on record that its role as a
water supplier is not central to its mission as an educational institution and that it does not have a
desire to expand its current role with regard to water supply.

The University has demonstrated ifs technical, managerial, and financial capacity over years of
operating its supply system and can continue to do so in the future. As noted in the University’s
Water and Wastewater Master Plan, “the current contract operations agreement behween the
University and New England Water Ulility Services, Inc. (NEWUS), along with a continued
vigilance on the part of the University, is currently resulting in proper system managenient.”

12.7.2 TOWN OF MANSFIELD

Under all of the feasible alternatives, the Town of Mansfield could potentially become a public
water utility, regardless of the source of supply. Mansfield could become a consecutive water
supplier, purchasing water from the University, CWC, MDC, or WWW. The Town of Mansfield
has demonstrated its capabilities relative to public water supply. In particular, the Town has
prepared a comprehensive water supply plan; is an active participant on the University’s Water
and Wastewater Advisory Committee; and has undertaken investigations of potential groundwater
supplies. As a municipality, the Town does not currently have the technical ability fo run a water
system; however, as in many other municipalities throughout the state, contract operation of a
municipal water system is an option. The Town is believed to have the financial and managerial
capacity required to operate a consecutive water system.

12.7.3 OTHER ENTITIES

While possible, it is unlikely that MDC or WWW would directly serve customers within the
Town of Mansfield, with the possible exception of customers in the southern part of Mansfield
directly adjacent to WWW’s existing distribution system. Under the MDC and WWW
interconnection alternatives, either the University or a consecutive water system, including
possibly the Town of Mansfield, would likely become the water purveyor.

Under the CWC interconnection alternative, CWC could sell treated water to the University as
well as directly serve areas within the Town of Mansfield that require water service. Alfernately,
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CWC could operate a consecutive' water system that purchases water from the University for
resale in Mansfield Four Corners and other areas of the Town of Mansfield that require water
service. In this scenario, customers along the interconnection route would become direct
customers of CWC with some exceptions. For instance, existing Town of Tolland customers
along Route 195 would remain Town of Tolland customers (although they could be served with
CWC water as described above), New water mains associated with the North Hillside Road
extension could be owned and operated by the University. Alternately, any Tech Park site
occupants that are not directly affiliated with the University could be direct CWC customers.
CWC already possess technical, managerial, and financial capacities as a viable water purveyor.
CWC supplies wholesale water supplies to other public water systems and therefore has policies
in place to continue doing so.

WWW does not currently serve water to any other water systems and therefore would have a

somewhat limited institutional capacity to begin selling water via a wholesale agreement, but it is
likely that WWW could effectively supply water to the University.

12.8 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In light of the foregoing analysis, three alternatives are potentially feasible, with the ability to
meet the project purpose and need. While the degree and types of potential impacts vary among
the alternatives, none is believed to cause significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot
be mitigated, For the CWC and WWW alternatives, potential impact is similar among the
alternate routing scenarios within each alternative, For the MDC inferconnection, routing
alternative #4B will result in significantly fewer land use conflicts between existing land uses,
local zoning regulations, and the State Conservation and Development Policies Plan. In all cases
of conflict, land use overlay zones could overcome such inconsistencies; however, at the present
time, only the Town of Mansfield has committed to such a course.

Issues of cost, phasing, and financing wilt be critical to the ultimate action taken. Financial
feasibility and project affordability will be informed by funding sources, cost sharing
arrangements, financing mechanisms, and project phasing. Project affordability includes the total
cost of ownership over time in combination with how that cost might be shared among the parties
who will be the beneficiaries.

Each of the interconnection alternatives must overcome financial, technical, regulatory, and
contractual hurdles to becoine a reality, any one of which could prevent the alternative from
moving forward. As such, it is the University’s intent to proceed with multiple potential
“preferred” alternatives for interconnection with CWC, MDC, or WWW.,

' A consecutive water system is a water system that has no water source of its own, but rather purchases water from
another water company for resale in its service area.
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1OIMorrow
OUR FUTURE

OUR PLAN

November 2012 Update

Steering Committee-Goody Clancy will attend a special meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission
on Monday, December 17 at 5:30 pm. PZC wili appoint a Steering Committee representing relevant
boards and commissions, residents, business and property owners, university affiliates and others with a
stake in Mansfield’s Future,

- The first steering committee meeting is scheduled for January 17" at 7:30 pm. The Steering
Committee is expected to meet 5 times in January through May. Details will foliow.

Working Groups-A small group of people, both staff and local stakeholders with professional, technical
or other expertise in the particular subject matter will assist the planning team in developing the
strategy reports for housing, economic development, and agriculture.

¢ The working groups are scheduled to meet twice each between February and April 2013,

Website (www.mansfieldtomorrow.com)- Goody Clancy will present the project website for staff
review by December 7%, with a “soft opening” for PZC expected for December 17%. The website will be

open to the public by January 2.

Public Engagement Strategy-Goody Clancy and PlaceMatters will have a comprehensive public
engagement strategy for staff review by November 27™.

Sustainable Design and Green Building Action Plan-Goody Clancy, in conjunction with Farr Associates
and Milone and McBroom, is in the process of developing/identifying a comprehensive assessment toof.
The sustainability Committee will be asked to provide feedback on this tool prior to proceeding with the

assessment process,

Upcoming Events
s Thursday, December 6" Tech Park Public information Session- 7 pm Mansfield Council Chambers

¢ Monday, December 17", Goody Clancy to meet with PZC 5:30 pm Mansfield Councit Chambers
e Monday, December 17" all day Community Interviews- Mansfield Community Center
Conference Room- Larissa will forward suggested stakeholders

Thursday, January 17 First Steering Committee Meeting {tentative)

Wednesday, January 30" ~Project Kick off Meeting (tentative)

Saturday, February 23 10 am Farmers’ Forum {tentative)

Saturday, March 2™ or Saturday March 9™ Community Visioning Session (tentative)
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UCONN STUDENTS LIVING ON-CAMPUS AT STORRS, 1990-2012
UPDATED AS OF NOVEMBER, 2012

Acad, Year Undergrad/ Grad. Total
Non-Degree

Fall, 1992 7,628 424 8,052
Spring, 1993 6,889 428 7,317
Fall, 1993 7,152 465 7,615
Spring, 1994 6,390 456 6,846
Fall, 1994 6,702 421 7,123
Spring, 1995 6,100 414 6,514
Fall, 1995 6,567 390 6,957
Spring, 1996 6,020 410 6,430
Fall, 1996 6,675 414 7,089
Spring, 1997 6,089 372 6,471
Fall, 1997 6,473 418 6,819
Spring, 1998 5,969 378 6,347
Fall, 1998 7,212 414 7,626
Spring, 1999 6,635 417 7,052
Fall, 1999 7,818 430 8,248
Spring, 2000 7,142 411 7,553
Fall, 2000 8,259 440 8,699
Spring, 2001 7,952 421 8,373
Fall, 2001 9,247 543 9,790
Spring, 2002 8223 425 8,648
Fall, 2002 9,868 449 10,317
Spring, 2603 9,409 560 9,969
Fall, 2603 10,567 423 10,990
Spring, 2004 10,257 485 10,742
Fall, 2004 10,658 497 11,155
Spring, 2005 10,323 509 10,832
Fall, 2005 11,010 514 11,524
Spring, 2006 10,731 416 11,147
Fall, 2006 11,135 512 11,647
Spring, 2007 10,749 490 11,239
Fall, 2007 10,751 556 11,307
Spring, 2008 10,322 519 10,841
Fall, 2008 11,427 523 11,970
Spring 2009 11,025 492 11,517
Fall, 2009 11,912 403 12,315
Spring, 2010 11,599 372 11,971
Fall, 2010 12,247 299 12,546
Spring, 2011 11,842 279 12,121
Fall, 2011 12,290 210 12,341
Spring, 2012 12,040 180 12,220
Fall, 2012 12,241 228 12,469

**These numbers include Mansfield Apartments as well as Northwood Apartments, Charter Oak and Hilltop Apariments.
Since Fall of 2007 these numbers include ali complexes that are part of the Residential Life housing stock.
Source: Division of Student Affairs, Housing Services, University of Connecticut



UCONN STUDENTS ENROLLED AT STORRS CAMPUS, 1990-2012
UPDATED AS OF NOVEMBER, 2012

Academic Undergrad. Undergrad. Total Total Total
Year E/T P/T Undergrad. Grad.

Fall, 1992 11,321 1,170 12,491 4,399 16,890
Spring, 1993 10,353 1,228 11,581 4,206 15,787
Fall, 1993 10,830 1,075 11,905 4,549 16,454
Spring, 1994 9,849 1,149 10,998 4,229 15,227
Fall, 1994 10,328 1,058 11,386 4,503 15,889
Spring, 1995 9,546 1,144 10,690 4,118 (est.) 14,808
Fall, 1995 10,271 1,059 11,330 4,405 15,735
Spring, 1996 9,475 1,184 10,629 4,068 14,697
Fall, 1996 10,271 1,059 11,330 4,405 15,735
Spring, 1997 9,557 1,106 10,663 3,882 14,545
Fall, 1997 13,362 956 11,318 3,863 15,181
Spring, 1998 9,567 1,142 10,709 3,287 14,355
Fall, 1998 10,740 942 11,682 3,646 15,328
Spring, 1999 9,804 732 10,626 3,187 13,813
Fall, 1999 11,411 576 11,987 3,347 15,334
Spring, 2000 10,662 718 11,380 3,152 14,532
Fall, 2000 12,234 728 12,962 3,246 16,708
Spring, 2001 11,309 728 12,037 3,222 15,259
Fall, 2001 13,017 571 13,588 3,367 16,955
Spring, 2002 12,103 928 13,031 2,867 15,898
Fall, 2002 13,688 525 14,213 3,705 17,918
Spring, 2003 13, 136 869 14,005 3,539 17,865
Fall, 2003 ' 14,318 845 15,163 3,927 19,090
Spring, 2004 13,642 899 14,541 3,815 18,507
Fall, 2004 14,752 508 15,722 3,692 19,857
Spring, 2005 14,170 937 15,107 3,807 19,073
Fall, 2005 15,277 814 16,691 4,031 20,122
Spring, 2006 14,482 843 15,325 3,851 19,176
Fall, 2006 15,594 745 16,339 3,834 20,173
Spring, 2007 15,027 1,056 16,083 3,408 19,491
Fall, 2007 15,607 733 16,340 3,845 20,185
Spring, 2008 15,693 776 16,469 3,790 20,259
Fall, 2008 16,073 681 16,754 4,009 20,763
Spring, 2009 16,135 785 16,920 3,795 20,715
Fall, 2009 16,325 671 16,996 4,019 21,015
Spring, 2010 15,732 757 16,489 3,830 20,319
Fall, 2010 16,614 717 17,331 4,172 21,503
Spring, 2011 16,028 801 16,829 3,907 20,736
Fall, 2011 17,057 751 17,808 4,202 22,010
Spring, 2012 16,452 832 17,284 3,913 21,197

Fall, 2012 16,727 790 17,517 4,168 21,685



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

DECISION NOTICE

On November 14, 2012, the Mansfield Zoning Board of Appeals took the following
action:

Approved the application of Edward Drinkuth for a variance of Art VIII, Sec A to
construct a 20° x 28’ garage located 50’ from the front property line where 60’ is
required, at 95 Hillcrest Dr.

In favor of approving application: Brosseau, Accorsi, Hammer, Katz, Welch
Reason for voting in favor of application:

- Topography

Application was approved.
Additional information is available in the Town Clerk’s Office.

Dated November 15, 2012

Sarah Accorsi
Chairman






